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Abstract
Risk-taking and boundary pushing are hallmarks of adolescent behavior, making the
identification of promotive and protective factors related to both delinquent behavior and
positive adolescent functioning essential. Previous studies have provided compelling evidence
that suggests aspects of familial relationships may successfully attenuate delinquent behavior and
support positive functioning outcomes. Despite these findings, the father-adolescent relationship
is understudied in association with these outcomes. The current study examined relations
between adolescents’ perception of school connectedness and father-adolescent relationship
quality and delinquent behavior and positive adolescent functioning outcomes. This study used
data collected when youth were nine and fifteen years old from the Fragile Families and Child
Wellbeing Study (FFCWS). Two separate stepwise regression analyses were conducted for
delinquent behavior and positive adolescent functioning outcomes, respectively, and covariates
for these analyses included adolescent sex, prior delinquent behavior (delinquent behavior
outcome analysis only), adolescent race, primary caregiver household income, relationship with
the mother, and father’s residential status. Results showed that higher levels of school
connectedness and higher quality father-adolescent relationships were associated, respectively,
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with lower levels of delinquent behavior and higher levels of positive adolescent functioning.
Further, the interaction between school connectedness and the father-adolescent relationship
quality was significant for positive adolescent functioning but not for delinquent behavior.
However, this relation was stronger at lower versus higher levels of school connectedness. These
results highlight the particular importance of the quality of father-adolescent relationships in
supporting positive adolescent functioning when youth experience lower levels of school
connectedness.

viii

Introduction
To date, adolescent delinquent behavior has been emphasized in developmental
psychological research using a deficit perspective, with limited stress on positive youth
development and resilience compared to that of risk factor identification. While the two
frameworks, positive youth development (PYD) and resilience, are concordant in utilizing
findings within developmental science to promote positive development, they diverge in focus
(Masten, 2014). Resilience research emphasizes the individual and contextual mechanisms (e.g.,
parental support, financial security) by which individuals overcome difficulties in order to
succeed (Luthar, 2006; Masten, 2014). Zimmerman and colleagues (2013) describe three basic
conceptual models of resilience: compensatory, protective factors, and challenge. Each
conceptual model describes a process for understanding how promotive factors interact with risk
factors to decrease negative outcomes or increase positive outcomes (Zimmerman et al., 2013).
However, each model has distinctive differences. The compensatory model demonstrates a
process whereby exposure to risk is counteracted by a promotive factor; The protective factor
model highlights interactions of a promotive factor with exposure to risk, demonstrating the
conditions under which the strength of the relation between the risk factor and negative outcomes
are decreased or positive outcomes are increased. The challenge model demonstrates the
necessity of exposure to average risk levels in order to develop skills to overcome further risk
exposure (Zimmerman et al., 1998; 2013). Simply, resilience as described in these models, is
designed to differentiate ways in which factors interact with risk.
By contrast, a PYD framework focuses on development of optimal functioning by using
environmental and personal attributes, rather than development of adequate functioning
following a traumatic experience or collective risk factor exposure (Masten, 2014). One common
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assessment of PYD can be found in Learner and colleagues (2006, 2013) development of the
Five Cs. Lerner et al. (2006, 2013) conceptualized PYD through adolescent cultivation of
competence, confidence, character, connection, and caring (the Five Cs). Further development of
the Five Cs has come to identify culture as an important contributor to the cultivation of PYD as
well (Smith et al., 2017). This conceptualization posits that through development of the Five Cs,
an adolescent is able to engage in a bidirectional, mutually beneficial, relationship with their
ecosystem (Lerner et al., 2005, 2013; Masten, 2014). Through PYD and the Five Cs an
adolescent is able to maximize their personal strengths (e.g., school engagement, intentional selfregulation, future focus) and ecological assets (e.g., social network, resources, institutions), thus
increasing their contributions to themselves, their families, and society, and decreasing risks and
problem behaviors (e.g., mental health issues, substance use, delinquent behavior) (Lerner et al.,
2006, 2013; Masten, 2014). For the purpose of this thesis, a PYD framework was used. By using
a PYD framework this thesis aimed to further our understanding of how father-adolescent
relationships and school connectedness interact with one another when delinquent behavior and
positive adolescent functioning are the outcomes.
Influences on Positive Functioning
Individual and environmental aspects of adolescent life that frequently are highlighted in
literature regarding positive functioning are parenting, school experiences, and personal factors
(e.g., personality traits) (Crespo et al., 2013; Freidenfelt Liljeberg et al., 2010; Hoeve et al.,
2009; Kern et al., 2016). This literature has focused on the promotive aspects of environmental
factors, specifically the role of higher versus lower levels of parenting and school connectedness
in increasing adolescent future orientation and educational attainment, and decreasing problem
behaviors (Crespo et al., 2013; Freidenfelt Liljeberg et al., 2010; Hoeve et al., 2009). Promotive
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environmental factors influence risk or challenges by interrupting the trajectory of risk factors.
For instance, for a student with behavior problems, having a strong relationship with a teacher
could act as a promotive factor by weakening the negative impact of risk factors on educational
success. In addition to environmental factors that influence positive functioning and
development, Kern and colleagues (2016) reported on individual factors. They identified five key
factors of child and adolescent development, which included engagement, perseverance,
optimism, connectedness, and happiness (EPOCH). The EPOCH model assesses these five
factors to determine adolescent well-being as well as a predictor of distal outcomes. Prior
research has shown that by focusing on development of environmental supports (e.g., parenting
and school) and individual traits (e.g., EPOCH) in children and adolescents, long-term results of
lower instances of mental health disorders, better functioning in school or work, and less crime
and substance use are evidenced (Crespo et al., 2013; Freidenfelt Liljeberg et al., 2010; Hawkins
et al., 2005; Hoeve et al., 2009).
Definition of Delinquent Behavior
In order to reflect the current body of literature and adequately examine this category of
antisocial behavior, it is important to define and consider the negative consequences of
delinquent behavior. Delinquent behavior is defined as acts of societally unwelcomed behavior,
or an omission of moral behavior that may or may not be charged as a crime when committed by
individuals under the age of 18 (Ibrahim et al., 2020; Maznah et al., 2007). Examples of
adolescent delinquent behavior include theft, vandalism, threats against people, substance use,
and truancy (Baker et al., 1993; National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1997). Youth engaged
in delinquent behavior often report involvement in a variety of acts; which is to say one who
cheats on a test may also report theft, or truancy as well (National Longitudinal Survey of Youth,
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1997). While more severe delinquent acts (e.g., aggression towards another person) are an easy
sell for concern, acts considered less significant (e.g., cheating on a test, taking money out of a
parent’s wallet) also are noteworthy as the adolescents who exhibit these behaviors may share
similar environmental (e.g. residing in a high poverty neighborhood, parental mental illness) and
individual- level risk factors (e.g. low intelligence, educational attainment) (Baumgartner &
Amsond, nd; Bowes et al., 2010; Carter, 2018; Conger & Conger, 2002). Despite strong
empirical evidence linking these environmental (e.g., family, school, neighborhood, community)
and individual factors to risk for delinquent behavior, many adolescents are not delinquent and
show evidence of positive functioning (Gaylord-Harden et al., 2018).
Early and Adolescent Delinquent Behavior Outcomes
One concerning outcome of delinquent behavior for youth is involvement in the juvenile
justice system. In 2019 more than 921,500 youth between the ages of 10 and 17 were arrested, a
staggering 12% of the U.S. population under age 18 (OJJDP, 2019). In 2019, most juveniles
committing delinquent offenses, were male (73%) and white (53%), with Hispanic (25%), and
Black (15%) youth over represented relative to their population base (Hockenberry &
Puzzanchera, 2020; OJJDP, 2019). As reported by Juvenile Court Statistics (Hockenberry &
Puzzanchera, 2020), despite white adolescents making up the largest percentage of juvenile
delinquent offenders, in 2018 the rate of cases of Black youth were triple the rate of American
Indian, white, and Hispanic adolescents. Further censure is represented in the rate of adolescents
referred to the juvenile justice system at an early age. The Juvenile Court Statistics (2018)
reported that 93.3 adolescents of every 1,000 are first referred to the juvenile justice system
before the age of 15, and 53% of total adolescents involved in the juvenile justice system are
under age 16 (Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2020). With the majority of adolescents involved in
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the juvenile justice system referred by age 15, the need to focus prevention efforts in late
childhood and early adolescence is firmly underscored (Hawkins et al., 2005; Hockenberry &
Puzzanchera, 2020).
While juvenile offending and justice system involvement are aspects of delinquent
behavior, to best examine adolescent delinquent behavior it is necessary to operationalize the
behavior apart from the committing of crimes. Because justice system involvement occurs in a
small number of adolescents exhibiting delinquent behavior, it is relevant to examine the
additional associated negative outcomes. Further, researchers have reported that engagement in
varying levels of delinquent behavior during adolescence is associated with differential outcomes
in adulthood (Ibrahim et al., 2020; Pedersen et al., 2020). Using a large sample, Pedersen and
colleagues (2020) used self-report measures to examine long-term outcomes of delinquency
abstainers, finding that for those who abstained from delinquency throughout adolescence,
adulthood success (e.g., university education, high status jobs and marriage) was obtained at
similar or improved rates than of those with moderate delinquency involvement, and
significantly better than those with high delinquency involvement. Notably, both the Abstainer
group (e.g., those who reported no form of delinquency) and the Highly Delinquent group (e.g.,
fought with weapons, vehicle theft) were relatively small – 8.2% and 8.3% of the sample,
respectively. Most youth (83.0%) reported behaviors such as arguing with an authority figure,
stealing from home, and skipping school (Pedersen et al., 2020). With risk taking and boundary
pushing as hallmarks of adolescent development, it is not uncommon for adolescents to partake
in low-level delinquent behavior and rule breaking behavior (Erikson, 1968; Ibrahim et al.,
2020). However, for those who do participate in higher levels of delinquent behavior, studies
consistently have shown that these adolescents have a higher likelihood of juvenile justice and
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adult criminal justice system involvement, and decreased success in post-secondary education
and the workforce (Carter, 2018; Levesque, 2018, p. 914).
Influences on Delinquent Behavior
In studies of adolescents who participate in higher levels of delinquent behavior, results
have found that these adolescents bear some similar attributes to one another (Erikson, 1968;
Ibrahim et al., 2020; van der Geest et al., 2009). Specifically, adolescents who chronically
participate in delinquent acts consistently show higher levels of structural and individual strain or
stress than peers abstaining from delinquent behavior (Ibrahim et al., 2020; Siegle, 2007). In a
study of all male juvenile offenders, authors van der Geest and colleagues (2009) reported that
high-frequency chronic offenders (HFC) were more likely to live in criminogenic social
environments. Criminogenic social environments are characterized by familial criminal behavior
and delinquent peers, and has been attributed to poverty-related stressors (e.g., food insecurity,
unstable housing) (De Coster et al., 2006; van der Geest et al., 2009). Parents of HFC were more
frequently unemployed and showed low moral insight and conscience development (van der
Geest et al., 2009). As a result, these adolescents may experience the repercussions of these
environmental and familial factors in similar ways as well. For example, HFC offenders were
more likely to attempt suicide at a young age, and demonstrated early onset of conduct problems
than low frequency offenders (van der Geest et al., 2009). Additionally, these adolescents
showed increased engagement in antisocial peer interactions, often with peers who shared the
previously mentioned environmental and familial experiences (Dynes et al., 2015; Walters,
2020). In addition to these influences on delinquent behavior engagement, a primary focus of the
present literature is on the contribution of family systems, specifically parents and most often,
mothers, as risk and protective factors. While the literature reflects the significant contribution of
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mothers, less is known about the unique contribution of fathers and their association with
adolescent delinquent behavior, or their influence on prevention of further delinquent behavior in
adulthood.
Father Specific Influence
Due to the compelling evidence for familial involvement from both parents for promoting
positive functioning and influencing desistance from involvement in delinquent behavior, the
need for a focus on the role fathers play in combating delinquent behavior and supporting youth
development has been highlighted. The role of fathers is not a new debate or topic of research
(Myers, 2013). Since the 1970s and 80s the expectations of fathers shifted as a response to rising
divorce rates, women in the workforce, and pregnancy outside of marriage (Lamb et al., 1985;
Myers, 2013). By the 1990s the Responsible Fatherhood Movement reasserted the role of fathers
as breadwinners and protectors, in line with American and religious traditions, and in direct
opposition to single motherhood (Gavanas, 2004; Levine & Pitt, 1995; Myers, 2013). At first
glance the complex evolution of fatherhood may seem to be a purely social construct, however
its intricacies are deeply economic, and further political. In the late 1990s and early 2000s, social
scientists attempted to redefine responsible fathers outside of traditional expectations, in order to
better describe fathers comprehensively (Gavanas, 2004; Levine & Pitt, 1995; Myers, 2013).
Levine and Pitt (1995) offered a widely accepted definition that honed in on the legal and
financial aspects of fatherhood; defining fathers as one who waits to procreate until financially
able to provide for a child, establishes legal paternity, and provides shared, ongoing financial,
emotional, and physical support to a child. Despite being well accepted this definition failed to
acknowledge less traditional (e.g., mothers’ boyfriends, other male relatives, nonresidential
fathers), yet effective, contributors in fatherhood (Myers, 2013; Nelson, 2004; Richardson,
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2009). This lack of acknowledgement of less traditional fathers disproportionately excluded men
from minority groups, specifically men who are Black or African American (Myers, 2013;
Nelson, 2004; Richardson, 2009). This shift in acknowledgment of nontraditional fathers
diverted attention away from the legal and financial contributions of fathers, and towards the
father-adolescent relationship.
However, even in recent years the literature on fathers’ involvement in child and
adolescent development remains sparse, despite evidence of an increase in father-specific
parenting and time spent with children worldwide (Shwalb et al., 2013). Child health researchers
studying fathers rationalize the underrepresentation of fathers in their field of research; with 80%
reporting this as a result of not asking fathers to participate (Davison et al., 2017). Additionally,
as of 2005, just under half of research on the relations between child psychopathology and
parenting included exclusively mothers, while only 1% of studies included only fathers (Davison
et al., 2017; Phares et al., 2005). Over a decade ago, Hoeve and colleagues (2009) reported on a
meta-analysis examining the empirical relations between parenting and adolescent delinquent
behavior. They found that in 161 studies, fewer than one in five focused on the relationship
between the father and the adolescent. In the literature emphasizing father-specific relationships
and parenting, fathers were more likely to engage regularly with children who were well
behaved; however, few studies examined the protective nature of these father-specific
relationships, particularly for children who display early delinquent behaviors in late childhood
and early adolescence (Lucero et al., 2015). This is true for father-child and father-adolescent
relationships as a correlate for positive functioning as well (Gaylord-Harder et al., 2018; Kern et
al., 2013). A further reflection of the paucity of literature on this topic is seen in a lack of update
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to this meta-analysis, as subsequent analyses have focused on associations between parent
training and attachment, and their interaction, on delinquent behavior outcomes.
Despite its scarcity, the existing literature on fathers as contributors to youths’ positive
development is compelling. In a systematic review of longitudinal studies with cohabitating
fathers as the focus, the cohabitation of father and mother, regardless of legal marriage status,
relative to other family structures, was associated with lower levels of child externalizing
behavior (Sarkadi et al., 2008). This review also reported findings that regular father engagement
influenced a myriad of positive outcomes; specifically, regular engagement was associated with
a decrease in male child behavioral problems and female child psychological problems (Sarkadi
et al., 2008). In both male and female children at age 16, regular father engagement was
associated with decreased delinquent behavior in families of low socioeconomic status (Sarkadi
et al., 2008). Additionally, Zimmerman and colleagues (2013) reported the protective nature of
caring father-adolescent relationships. Caring father-adolescent relationships were linked to a
reduction in rates of depression and suicide, decreases in the effects of peers’ violent behavior
influence on a child, increases in condom use, and decreases in alcohol use in African American
adolescent males (Caldwell et al., 2004; Elkington et al., 2011; Tarver et al., 2004; Zimmerman
et al., 1998, 2013). Again, the limitations in the literature are reflected in lack of an updated
systematic review on this topic; with subsequent reviews focusing on father intervention
programs, or specific involvement with infants and toddlers.
In pursuit of determining the relations between father involvement in middle childhood
and subsequent behavior during adolescence, several studies have focused on elements of fatheradolescent relationships, including father involvement and closeness (Gold et al., 2020; Habib et
al., 2010; Kelly et al., 2010; Shwalb et al., 2013). Additionally, studies have examined
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demographic factors such as father residential status, and have explored differential father
influence by child gender (Gold et al., 2020; Kelly et al., 2010). Gold and colleagues (2020)
focused on differences in father-adolescent relationships based on father residence. Through
adolescent and mother reports, Gold et al. found promotive associations between the
involvement of both nonresidential and residential fathers and adolescent behavior problems in
boys and girls at age 15. Gold and colleagues (2020) bolstered the literature on father
involvement and closeness, and found longitudinal associations between adolescents’ reports of
closeness to their fathers and decreased externalizing behaviors in boys and decreased
internalizing behaviors in girls. Additionally, consistent time spent between father and
adolescent was protective, with stronger influence for boys than girls (Gold et al., 2020). In a
cross-sectional study of gender differences and family emotional climate on alcohol use in
adolescents, Kelly and colleagues (2010) reported various differences in mother versus father
influence. Specifically, emotional closeness to the father, compared to emotional closeness to the
mother, at grade 6 was associated with low rates of alcohol use in boys and girls (Kelly et al.,
2010). Similarly, Habib and colleagues, (2010) found evidence that adolescents drank less
alcohol at any point in their life and were less likely to binge drink when they had emotionally
close relationships with their fathers. These studies further underline the importance of fatherchild and father-adolescent relationships for positive outcomes.
While the above-mentioned studies detail elements of father influence as contributing
factors to low levels of behavior problems and to positive youth development, gaps exist in the
literature (Gold et al., 2020; Kelly et al., 2010; Shwalb et al., 2013). Specifically, observational
and behavioral studies, and studies focusing on how the relationships between fathers (regardless
of biological and residential status) and adolescents influence delinquent behavior specifically,
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rather than other forms of antisocial or externalizing behaviors, are lacking (Gold et al., 2020;
Kelly et al., 2010; Shwalb et al., 2013). Sociological changes in father responsibility and level of
involvement, along with the present gaps in literature illustrate the need for further research
focused on paternal contributions to adolescent delinquent behavior and positive youth
development in order to promote optimal youth outcomes (e.g., supportive relationships, goal
attainment, health and wellbeing).
School Connectedness Influence
Another important element of an adolescent’s microsystem is schools, specifically
adolescent-reported feelings of connectedness with their school. School connectedness is defined
as a student’s feelings of acceptance, support, respect, and inclusion in their school's
environment (Goodenow & Grady, 1993; Lucero et al., 2015). Measures of school connectedness
that highlight student perspectives of the quality of teacher-student relationships and student
belonging indicate that when these specific elements are present, students feel more engaged in
school, and demonstrate less delinquent behavior (Korpershoek et al., 2020; Reaves et al., 2018).
This evidence of the negative correlation between school connectedness and delinquency cannot
be devalued. Due to the influence on positive outcomes (i.e., educational and income attainment)
and negative behavior prevention (i.e., school failure, delinquent behavior, substance use),
school connectedness is an important environmental and contextual factor to examine further
(Chen et al., 2013; Jaggers et al., 2018).
While school climate and school connectedness often are used interchangeably, they are,
as previously stated, operationalized differently (Christenson et al., 2012; Korpershoek et al.,
2020). Facing a similar challenge to Reaves et al. (2018), Korpershoek and colleagues (2020)
examined the different domains of school connectedness and their correlations with problem
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behaviors. The authors reported that students’ positive reports of interpersonal relationships with
school personnel and peers enhanced their school performance, self-concept, and self-efficacy
(Korpershoek et al., 2020). Further, self-concept and self-efficacy were correlated with lower
rates of problem behavior, including delinquent behaviors. The authors discuss the implications
of this analysis, stating that positive relationships with teachers and peers are a critical
component of increasing feelings of connectedness and belonging that can counter different
types of behavior problems in adolescents, including delinquent behavior (Korpershoek et al.,
2020).
School Connectedness, Parental Roles and Delinquent Behavior
Several studies have represented the positive contribution of parents on child perception
of school experiences. A systematic review found that school-based interventions designed to
increase school connectedness, decrease risk behavior, and increase positive parent-child
relationships (e.g., attachment, expectation setting) predicted positive adult-child relationships at
school (Chapman et al., 2013). Relationships with adults at school in turn promoted feelings of
connectedness at school and further, educational achievement in adolescents. In addition,
positive parent-child attachment predicted child perception of positive school environment and
school connectedness (Shochet et al., 2007) Shochet and colleagues (2007) supported the notion
that bonding with parents is indicative of bonding with other adults. In this example, other adults
may be teachers, or other school staff, and when positive attachment with the parent is present
then the adolescent's perception of their connectedness with the school and school environment
is positive. Chapman et al. (2013) and Shochet et al. (2007) exemplify the transitory nature of
positive relationships with adults at home as a schema for positive adult relationships at school
and the benefits of these positive relationships in school settings.
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Further evidence of the importance of a positive school connectedness for adolescents is
its role in affecting delinquent behavior in late adolescence and early adulthood. In one study,
Lucero and colleagues (2015) examined the role school experiences (i.e., connectedness and
belonging) played in mediating and moderating positive outcomes in a sample of adolescents
who experienced early delinquent behavior and parental stress (i.e., poverty). Results showed
that when family structure (i.e., single parent, cohabitating, etc.) and early delinquent behavior
were accounted for, positive school experiences mediated the influence of parental stress and
predicted lower levels of delinquency in the study population. Additionally, Tsuchiya and
colleagues (2020) examined African American parental depression and stress on their adolescent
sons’ experiences with school climate and violent behavior outcomes. Using a longitudinal
design, parental factors examined at age nine were tested for their associations with adolescent
outcomes at age 15. Tsuchiya et al., (2020) assessed mothers and nonresident fathers. The
authors reported that maternal depression was linked with maternal stress, and was indirectly
associated with their sons’ violent behavior through school connectedness (Tsuchiya et al.,
2020). Additional findings indicated that school involvement in nonresident fathers was
positively correlated with school connectedness, leading to less violent behavior outcomes
(Tsuchiya et al., 2020). Other studies have similarly demonstrated the importance of school
connectedness as a mediating and/or moderating factor for curbing delinquent behavior in the
context of familial stress (e.g., poverty, family structure, maltreatment) in order to promote
positive functioning in late adolescence and early adulthood (Tan et al., 2019; Wilkenson et al.,
2019; Zhang et al., 2020).
Theoretical Integration
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Developmental scientists often are lauded for their examination of people and behavior
within different contexts. Several frameworks and perspectives shed light on the pursuit of
understanding adolescent positive functioning and delinquent behavior within the contexts of
family (specifically father relationships) and school relationships and experiences.
Ecological Systems Theory
The theoretical perspective that most reflects the prioritization of examining people
within their context is the Ecological System Theory. In pursuit of understanding the sequelae of
positive and negative behaviors in children and adolescents, Bronfenbrenner (1979; 1986)
theorized a person's development is influenced by their environments, or ecology. Influenced by
Vygotsky’s (1980) Sociocultural Theory, Ecological System Theory recognizes that learning and
development of behavior are always occurring, and have bidirectional relations to a person’s
ecology. These relations between persons and ecological systems are identified as proximal
processes and function through two propositions (Bronfenbrenner, 1986). The first proposition
reports that development occurs through proximal processes, or mechanisms through which
genotypes (i.e., biological, genetic makeup) are developed into phenotypes (i.e., personality,
physical, behavioral traits) (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; 1986). The second proposition is that
proximal processes differ across systems as a function of characteristics of the individual and the
environment in which the processes are taking place. In addition to proximal processes,
Bronfenbrenner (1986) acknowledges that the role of an individual's personal identity, or
characteristics, significantly influence their development by uniquely interacting with their
surroundings.
Through this lens, Ecological System Theory proposes five systems, organized as
concentric circles with the individual and their personal characteristics (e.g., sex, age, race)

14

nested at the center. Directly surrounding the individual is the microsystem; which includes the
individual's family, school, neighborhood, and peers. The microsystem is then nested within the
mesosystem, exosystem, macrosystem, and chronosystem, which gradually encompass the
increasingly indirect influences of larger social settings such as interconnections of parents and
teachers, social services, media, and societal ideologies. Additionally, Bronfenbrenner (1979;
1986) reports the importance of factoring in time as a prominent influence on an individual's
development; stating that time is important to consider not only as measurement for how long
development occurs, but also as context for what is occurring in society while development is
occurring. This theory is operationalized by its focus on processes, persons, context, and time as
the system through which an individual's development occurs.
Paternal Investment Theory
A secondary theoretical framework supporting intentional focus on fathers as part of the
influential microsystem of adolescent development is the Paternal Investment Theory. Draper
and Harpending (1982) assert the unique role of fathers by presenting two key assumptions. The
first assumption states that the quality and quantity of father investment is significantly variable
across societies. The second assumption reports that father investment is associated with the
degree of monogamy and polygyny in the immediate population, implying that for fathers who
live in areas where divorce, remarriage, and unmarried couples exist at higher rates, their
investment in parenting may differ from those who live in areas where biological parents
cohabitate (Draper & Harpending, 1982). While this theory takes a more anthropological
approach to examining the father’s role in child development, it posits that father absence
induces behavioral and emotional dysregulation in adolescent functioning (Draper &
Harpending, 1982; Ellis, 2004). In support of Draper and Harpending’s perspective, researchers
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have reported that father investment has a causal impact on their children's development of
behavior, including problem behavior (i.e., fighting, gambling) and sexual risk taking as a result
of the amount of time spent with their children (DelPriore et al., 2017; Ellis, 2004; 2017).
Implications of Ecological System Theory and Paternal Investment Theory. To
illustrate adolescent development of positive functioning and delinquent behavior in an
Ecological System Theory and Paternal Investment Theory framework, the contexts in which
they spend the most time, and where they are influenced by adults, is within their microsystems
of family and school (Crooks et al., 2007; Lucero et al., 2016). However, as described by these
theories, these aspects of the adolescent's microsystem often are dually influential, facilitating
both positive and negative behavior manifestation and outcomes. Importantly, positive
functioning and delinquent behavior are shaped by the adolescent’s family (i.e., father-specific
relationships, stressors, privilege) and school experiences (i.e., connectedness). Thus, it is
necessary to further examine how these contexts and father- specific relationships come to shape
behaviors that have lifelong implications for adolescents.
Statement of the Problem
While it is known that family and school factors are associated with decreased delinquent
behavior and increased positive functioning in youth, connections between potentially promotive
factors in these two microsystems are less well researched. Father-specific relationships are one
factor associated with change in antisocial and externalizing behaviors; however, studies of its
association with positive functioning remain limited. School connectedness is an additional
factor associated with behavioral outcomes; however, its association with father-specific
relationships, rather than general parent relationships, has not been explored regarding
delinquent behavior outcomes. In particular, adolescent-report of degree of closeness and
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comfort in sharing ideas with their father has been examined less frequently than father presence
per se. Thus, there is a need to understand the associations between school connectedness,
father-adolescent relationships, and their interaction and delinquent behavior and positive
adolescent functioning outcomes in adolescents. Since parent-child relationships are wellestablished targets for delinquent behavior intervention and fathers frequently are excluded, the
present study sought to advance the current understanding of father’s influence on their child’s
report of school connectedness, and its association with adolescent functioning and delinquent
behavior outcomes over time.
Present Study
The present study used wave five (when youth were nine years old) and wave six (when
youth were 15 years old) of data collected from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study
(FFCWS). Scales assessed the father-adolescent relationship, mother-adolescent relationship,
school connectedness, delinquent behavior, and positive functioning. This study contributes to
the extant literature on father-specific relationships and school contributions to adolescent
behavior and functioning in several ways. First, using a sample of children born to unwed
parents the association between father-adolescent relationships and adolescent delinquent
behavior and positive functioning was assessed. Previous research with the FFCWS data
examined associations between qualities of non-residential fathers, paternal school involvement,
school connectedness, and violent behavior, however this analysis was restricted to male youth
and African American families (Tsuchiya et al., 2020). A second, the present study included a
specific focus on positive adolescent adjustment, not merely problem behavior. Third, it
examined multiple ways in which perceived closeness and comfort in sharing ideas with father
were associated with adolescent functioning, including both direct and moderated associations.
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In summary, this study sought to advance the understanding of how father-specific relationships
with their adolescent children can attenuate delinquent behavior outcomes and support positive
functioning in adolescence.
Aims and Hypotheses
Based on empirical literature and theories linking father-adolescent relationships, school
connectedness, delinquent behavior, and positive functioning, the present study proposed two
conceptual models, and associated hypotheses (see Figure 1 and Figure 2):
Figure 1
Model A

Father-adolescent
Relationship (age 15)

c.

Covariates: Delinquent behavior
(age 9), child sex, Black or AA
vs other, white vs other, primary
caregiver household income,
mother-adolescent relationship,
father residential status

b.

a.
School Connectedness
(age 15)

Delinquent Behavior
(age 15)

Hypotheses for Model A
Hypothesis A1. School connectedness will be negatively associated with delinquent behavior,
accounting for the covariates of child sex, race, relationship with the mother at age 15, primary
caregiver household income, father residential status, and delinquent behavior at age 9.
Hypothesis A2. Father-adolescent relationship quality at age 15, after accounting for covariates
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of child sex, race, relationship with the mother at age 15, primary caregiver household income,
father residential status, and delinquent behavior at age 9, will be inversely associated with
delinquent behavior at age 15.
Hypothesis A3. Father-adolescent relationship quality will moderate the relation between school
connectedness and delinquent behavior at age 15, after controlling for the abovementioned
covariates. When father-adolescent relationships and school connectedness are reported to be
high, the associations between school connectedness and delinquent behavior will be magnified,
resulting in low levels of delinquent behavior. When high levels of father-adolescent
relationships are reported and school connectedness is low, these relations will attenuate the
association between school connectedness and delinquent behavior. When negative fatheradolescent relationships are reported, and school connectedness is low, these relations will
magnify the association between school connectedness and delinquent behavior, resulting in
higher levels of delinquent behavior. When negative father-adolescent relationships are reported
and school connectedness is high, these relationships will attenuate the association between
school connectedness and delinquent behavior, resulting in low levels of delinquent behavior.
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Figure 2
Model B

Covariates: child sex, Black or
AA vs other, white vs other,
primary caregiver household
income, mother-adolescent
relationship, father residential
status

Father-adolescent
Relationship (age 15)

c.

School Connectedness
(age 15)

a.

b.
Positive Adolescent
Functioning (age 15)

Hypotheses for Model B
Hypothesis B1. School connectedness at age 15, after accounting for covariates of child sex,
race, relationship with the mother at age 15, primary caregiver household income, and father
residential status at age 15, will be positively associated with positive adolescent functioning at
age 15.
Hypothesis B2. Father-adolescent relationship quality at age 15, after accounting for covariates
of child sex, race, relationship with the mother at age 15, primary caregiver household income,
and father residential status at age 15, will be positively associated with positive adolescent
functioning at age 15.
Hypothesis B3. Father-adolescent relationship quality will moderate the relation between school
connectedness at age 15 and positive adolescent functioning at age 15 after controlling for the
abovementioned covariates. When positive father-adolescent relationship quality is reported and
school connectedness is high, the associations between school connectedness and positive
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functioning will be magnified, resulting in high levels of positive functioning. When positive
father-adolescent relationships are reported and school connectedness is low, these relationships
will magnify the association between school connectedness and positive functioning at age 15,
resulting in higher levels of positive adolescent functioning. When negative father-adolescent
relationships are reported, and school connectedness is low, these relationships will attenuate the
association between school connectedness and positive functioning, resulting in lower levels of
positive functioning. When negative father-adolescent relationships are reported and school
connectedness is high, these relationships will attenuate the associations between school
connectedness and positive functioning, resulting in lower levels of positive functioning at age
15.
Method
Descriptive Information on the Study Participants
Participants included a subsample of children (age 9 at wave 5 and age 15 at wave 6) and
their primary caregivers using two waves of data from the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing
Study (FFCWS). Data at wave 5 was collected from 2007 through 2010, and data from wave 6
was collected from 2014 through 2017. Surveys at wave 5 were completed by 77% (n = 3,630)
of primary caregivers, 76% (n = 3,515) of mothers, and 59% (n = 2,652) of fathers, and surveys
at wave 6 were completed by 77% (n = 3,580) of primary caregivers identified as mothers, and
74% (n = 3,444) of youth. All respondents participated in the original wave of data collection
when the child was born, but were excluded from the wave 5 data collection if the child had died
or been adopted. The wave 6 data included surveys completed by 77% (n = 3,580) of eligible
primary caregivers (88%, n = 3,146 identified as mothers) and 74% (n = 3,444) of eligible youth.
Families deemed eligible for the wave 6 data collection included 95% of the original sample,
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excluding families where the youth had died or been adopted. In the current study, both
residential and non-residential fathers were included in the sample, and all race and ethnicities
represented in the overall study sample were included in this study.
The analytic sample for the study included 2,069 children with relevant data from waves
5 and wave 6 (Mage at wave 6 = 15.51, SD = .71 years; 51.7% male) who met inclusion criteria.
The analytic sample was ethnically diverse; approximately 47.8% of youth identified as Black or
African American (n = 989), 24.4% as Hispanic or Latino (n = 504), 18.2% as White, nonHispanic (n = 377), 5.2% multi-racial, non-Hispanic (n = 107), 3.3% as other, non-Hispanic (n =
69), and 0.8% as Biracial (n = 17). As reported at wave 5, 16.1% of mothers had a college or
graduate degree (n = 333), 40.1% had some college or technical education (n = 830), 21.9% had
a high school diploma or equivalent (n = 454), and 20% had less than a high school diploma (n =
413). Fathers at wave 5 reported 11.4% had a college or graduate degree (n = 236), 29.8%
reported some college or technical education (n = 616), 21.6% reported a high school diploma or
equivalent (n = 446), and 18.4% reported less than a high school diploma (n = 380). Median
household income at wave 6 for the youth’s primary caregiver was $40,104 (M = 58,652.22, SD
= 59142.74). Of the analytic sample only 7.2% (n = 148) of youth report living with their
biological father all or most of the time at wave 6 (see Table 1).
Table 1
Analytic Sample Demographics (N = 2,069)

Demographic Variable

Child Sex (male)
Child age in years
Child’s race/ethnicity
Black/African American

Mean (SD) or % (n)

51.7% (1070)
15.51 (.71)
47.8% ( 989)
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Hispanic/Latino
White/non-Hispanic
Multi-racial/non-Hispanic
Other/non-Hispanic
Biracial
Mother’s education
< High School
High School/GED
Some college, technical education
College or graduate degree
Father’s education
< High School
High School/GED
Some college, technical education
College or graduate degree
Primary caregiver’s household income
Father’s residential status
Biological father does not live with child most or all of the time

24.4% (504)
18.2% (377)
5.2% (107)
3.3% (69)
0.8% (17)
20% (413)
21.9% (454)
40.1% (830)
16.1% (333)
18.4% (380)
21.6% (446)
29.8% (616)
11.4% (236)
63,520.35 (61236)
92.8% (1921)

Procedure
The FFCWS follows a birth cohort of approximately 5,000 youth born between 1998 and
2000 from 20 large cities in the United States. When weighted the sample represents youth born
to married and unmarried parents in large cities at the baseline data collection. The sample
included large numbers of Black, Hispanic, and low-income families. At baseline mothers and
fathers were interviewed, and then again when the child was one, three, five, and nine years of
age. At age 15, the child’s primary caregiver (most often the mother) was interviewed. Goals of
the FFCWS study included understanding the (a) conditions and abilities of unwed parents,
specifically fathers, (b) the qualities of relationships between unwed parents, (c) how children of
unwed parents succeed, and (d) how policy and environmental aspects affect children and
families. In order to address these goals a wealth of data was collected to address child positive
and negative behavior and experiences in a number of domains, including in the home and at
school.
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Measures
Youth self-reported measures at age nine (delinquent behavior only) and age 15 were
used in this analysis. Caregivers provided data on demographic variables that were used as
covariates. However, only self-report measures were used to assess predictor, moderator, and
outcome variables to maintain consistency of reporter and lack of father report across these
measures and waves of data collection.
Father-Adolescent Relationship
The relationship between father and child age 15 was assessed with two items derived
from the Family Functioning and Adolescent sections of the National Survey of Child Health
(NSCH, 2003). Items were measured on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (extremely close)
to 4 (not very close). The child indicated the degree of closeness they felt with their father and
the degree to which they talked and shared ideas with their father. Time frame for these items
was not specified by the FFCWS codebook. Items were reverse coded such that higher scores
reflect higher levels of child-reported closeness between the father and child. Pearson correlation
at wave 6 was .705 (M = 5.5, SD = 2.1) using the analytic sample. For the purpose of this
analysis the two items were combined.
School Connectedness
School connectedness was measured at age 15 with a 4-item scale derived from the Child
Development Supplement: Panel Study of Income Dynamics (2007) to assess degree of
inclusiveness, closeness, happiness and safety an adolescent feels at school. Items included how
often youth felt they were a part of the school, close to people at their school, happy to be at their
school, and safe at their school. Response options included 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly
disagree), and were framed to report on feelings of connectedness in their current grade and
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school within the past year. Items were reverse coded and summed to form a total score with
higher scores representing higher feelings of school connectedness. Using the analytic sample for
wave 6, a = .736 (M = 13.8, SD = 2.21; See Table 2).
Table 2
Analytic Sample Variables (N = 2,069)

Variable

Mean (SD)

Delinquent Behavior (wave 5)
Delinquent Behavior (wave 6)
Positive Adolescent Functioning (wave 6)
School Connectedness (wave 6)
Relationship with Mother (wave 6)
Relationship with Father (wave 6)

1.14 (1.53)
14.30 (2.0)
3.44 (.31)
13.80 (2.21)
6.50 (1.54)
5.50 (2.1)

Delinquent Behavior
Delinquent behavior was reported at age nine and age 15. At age nine, delinquent
behavior was measured using a 17-item scale derived from the Things That You Have Done
scale (Maumary-Gremaud, 2000). Children responded to having participated in delinquent acts
any time in the previous year at home (e.g., taken money from your mother’s purse), in the
community (e.g., taken or stolen something from a store), and at school (e.g., skipped school
without an excuse). Response options were recoded from 1 = yes and 2 = no to 1 = yes and 0 =
no. Items were summed to form a scale, with higher scores indicating higher levels of early
delinquent acts. Using the analytic sample the Cronbach alpha for wave 5 was a = .699 (See
Table 2).
At age 15 delinquent behavior was measured using a 13-item scale adopted from the
National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health). Adolescents answered
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questions about a variety of items regarding drug use (e.g., marijuana, tobacco, illicit drugs),
drug use with friends (e.g., has a friend given you drugs), and other specific behaviors (e.g.,
vandalism, weapon use). Response options ranged from never to 5 or more times. Items were
recoded such that never = 0, sometimes = 1, and often = 2 and then summed, with higher values
representing higher levels of delinquent behavior. Using the analytic sample, the Cronbach alpha
for wave 6 was a = .734 (See Table 2).
Positive Adolescent Functioning
Positive Adolescent Functioning over the past month was measured using a 20-item
adaption of Kerns and colleagues’ (2014) EPOCH Measure of Adolescent Wellbeing. Questions
were comprised of items based on five factors of EPOCH: engagement, perseverance, optimism,
connectedness, and happiness. Items were rated on a 4-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Items were averaged to form a scale score, with higher scores
indicating better functioning. Cronbach alpha reported by the FFCWS was .798 (See Table 2).
Covariates
This analysis controlled for a variety of covariates at age nine and 15. Covariates
included adolescent sex (0 = female, 1 = male), Black and African American comparison race
variable (0 = not Black or African American, 1 = Black or African American), white
comparison race variable (0 = not white, 1 = white), primary caregiver household income at
wave 6, relationship with the mother at wave 6, father’s residential status at wave 6 (0 = child
does not live with biological father all or most of the time, 1 = child does live with the biological
father all or most of the time), and delinquent behavior at wave 5 (delinquent behavior outcome
analysis only) as covariates based on their use in previous studies (Gold et al., 2020; Lucero et
al., 2015; Tsuchiya et al., 2020) in order to account for the contributions of school connectedness
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and the father-adolescent relationship on adolescent adjustment beyond the contribution of
demographic and relational factors, and, in the case of delinquent behaviors, prior delinquency.
Closeness with the mother was determined using the same two adolescent report items as were
used to determine the father-adolescent relationship. These items were derived from the Family
Functioning and Adolescent sections of the National Survey of Child Health (NSCH, 2003).
Items were measured on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (extremely close) to 4 (not very
close). The adolescent indicated the degree of closeness they felt with their mother and the
degree to which they talked and shared ideas with their mother. Time frame for these items was
not specified by the FFCWS codebook and were reverse coded such that higher scores reflect
higher levels of adolescent-reported closeness between the mother and adolescent. Pearson
correlation at wave 6 was .554. For the purpose of this analysis the two mother relationship items
in wave 6 were combined. Positive adolescent functioning was not measured at age nine and
therefore was not controlled in the analysis predicting positive adolescent functioning at age 15.
Data Analysis
Data were cleaned and the main study analyses were run using IBM SPSS Version 27 software
(IBM Corp, 2013). Prior to running the primary analyses, data were assessed for assumptions of
normality. Continuous variables with outliers were winsorized by recoding values to +3SD or 3SD from the mean (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Following winsorizing, frequencies were run
for continuous variables to confirm all values fell within the specified range (less than 3SD
above or below the mean). Descriptive analyses were conducted on all study variables, including
covariates. Additionally, univariate analyses were performed to determine associations between
predictor, moderator, and outcome variables and covariates and predictor, moderator, and
outcome variables at the zero-order level. In order to test the main hypotheses, two hierarchical
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regression analyses were conducted to examine associations of school connectedness at wave 6
and the father-adolescent relationship at wave 6 with delinquent behavior and positive adolescent
functioning at wave 6. Additionally, the moderating role of the father-adolescent relationship at
wave 6 on relations between school connectedness at wave 6 and delinquent behavior and
positive adolescent functioning at wave 6 was evaluated. The interaction term was created by
first centering, then multiplying school connectedness with father-adolescent relationship (Aiken
& West, 1991). These analyses used 5000 bootstrapped samples with 95% confidence intervals
(CIs). To determine the significance of the moderating effect, CIs were examined to determine if
the CI included zero. When the moderating effect was significant, SPSS PROCESS macro
(Model 1; Hayes & Preacher, 2013) was used to plot the interactions between the fatheradolescent relationship and school connectedness. In using SPSS PROCESS all variables were
entered into the model simultaneously. Application of the Johnson-Neyman technique allowed
for an assessment of a range of conditional effects (±1 SD from the Mean) and regions of the
moderation where main effects were significant (Lin, 2020; Rast et al., 2014). Covariates
included in the regression models were adolescent sex, Black and African American comparison
race variable, white comparison race variable, primary caregiver household income at wave 6,
relationship with the mother at wave 6, father’s residential status at wave 6, and delinquent
behavior at wave 5 (delinquent behavior outcome analysis only) based on their use in previous
studies (Gold et al., 2020; Lucero et al., 2015; Tsuchiya et al., 2020). Additionally, these
variables were covaried in order to account for the contributions of school connectedness and the
father-adolescent relationship on adolescent adjustment beyond the contribution of demographic
and relational factors, and, in the case of delinquent behavior, prior delinquency.
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In a departure from the original proposed analyses, several noteworthy changes were
made to the study models. In both hierarchical regression models, the wave 6 national weight for
the adolescent interviews and two covariates, father’s age and father’s education attainment at
wave 5, were not included. The purpose of excluding the wave 6 national weight or the specified
father demographic covariates was to minimize unnecessary loss in sample size. Due to the
restrictive nature of the weight variables in the FFCWB dataset, and high rate of missing data
from the father demographic covariates, a quarter of participants who met all other study
eligibility criteria would have been excluded if applied to these analyses. For these reasons these
variables were not included in the study analyses presented here, but are included in the
appendix.
Results
Attrition Analyses
Two attrition analyses were conducted to investigate systematic differences between
participants. Crosstabs and t-tests were utilized as appropriate based on the continuous or
categorical nature of the examined variables. A first analysis was conducted to determine if there
were differences between youth who were interviewed at both wave 5 and wave 6 (N = 3,086)
and youth who were interviewed at wave 5 only (N = 314) on adolescent sex, maternal
education, and maternal household income at wave 5. Results of this analysis showed significant
differences between the two groups on adolescent sex and maternal education. Specifically,
youth who were interviewed at both waves 5 and 6, relative to youth who were interviewed at
wave 5 only, were more likely to be female and to have mothers who reported more than a high
school education. However, participants with or without data at wave 6 did not differ on wave 5
maternal household income (see Table 3).
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A second attrition analysis was conducted to determine if there were differences in the
study covariates between youth in the analytic sample (N = 2,069), those who completed data on
all scales used in the analyses and for whom demographic covariates were reported, and those
not included in the analytic sample (N = 1,331). Results of this analysis showed that youth in the
analytic sample were more likely to have identified as Black and African American or white than
other races and ethnicities, lived with their biological father 50% of the time or more, had
primary caregivers who reported higher household income, and had lower levels of delinquent
behavior compared to youth who were not included in the analytic sample. Additional
comparisons on other demographic indicators not included as covariates revealed that youth in
the analytic sample had mothers with more than a high school education and who reported higher
household incomes at wave 5, compared to youth who were not included in the analytic sample.
However, there were no differences in the two groups of youth based on sex or the youth report
of their relationship with their mother at wave 5 (see Table 3).
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Table 3
Results of Attrition Analyses (N = 3,400)

Variables Assessed

df

t-test or

p

Explanation

Chisquare
result

Comparison 1:
Youth interviewed in both Waves 5 and 6 (N= 3,086) vs Youth interviewed in Wave 5 only
(N= 314)
Adolescent sex

1

6.69

.01

Youth who completed
interviews at both waves 5 and
6 were more likely to be
female, compared to youth
who completed wave 5
interviews only.

Maternal education
(wave 5)

3

15.06

.002

Youth who completed
interviews at both waves 5 and
6 had mothers who reported
more than a high school
education, compared to youth
who completed wave 5
interviews only.

Maternal household
income (wave 5)

3271

-1.7

.17

Youth who completed
interviews at both waves 5 and
6 did not differ in completion
of the W6 interview based on
maternal household income.

Comparison 2: Youth in the analytic sample (N = 2,069) vs youth interviewed at Wave 5 and
not in the analytic sample (N = 1,331).
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Adolescent Sex
(male)

1

.14

.71

Youth in the analytic sample
did not differ from youth
excluded from the analytic
sample based on sex.

1

25.02

< .001

Youth were more likely to be
included in the analytic sample
if they were Black and African
American compared to youth
not included in the analytic
sample.

White versus all other 1

26.54

< .001

Youth were more likely to be
included in the analytic sample
if they were white compared to
youth not included in the
analytic sample.

Father’s residential
status (wave 6)

1

15.42

< .001

Youth were more likely to be
included in the analytic sample
if they lived with their
biological father 50% of the
time or more compared to
youth not included in the
analytic sample.

Primary caregiver’s
household
income (wave 6)

2481.49

-6.67

< .001

Youth were more likely to be
included in the analytic sample
if their primary caregiver
reported a higher household
income compared to youth not
included in the analytic
sample.

Relationship with
Mother (wave 6)

2844

-.99

.50

Youth in the analytic sample
did not differ from youth
excluded from the analytic
sample based on relationship
with their mother.

Delinquent Behavior
(wave 5)

2489.09

3.12

< .001

Youth were more likely to be
included in the analytic sample

Black and African
American versus all
other

32

if they reported lower levels of
delinquent behavior compared
to youth not included in the
analytic sample.

Note. Additional attrition analyses were conducted to determine if there were differences
between youth in the analytic sample (N = 2,069) vs youth interviewed at Wave 5 and not in the
analytic sample (N = 1,331). Results indicated that youth were more likely to be included in the
analytic sample if they had mothers who reported more than a high school education and higher
household income, compared to youth not included in the analytic sample.
Univariate Analyses
Univariate analyses were performed to determine associations between covariates and
predictor, moderator, and outcome variables. Correlations and t-tests were used for continuous
and categorical variables as appropriate. Table 4 presents the analyses with continuous-level
covariates. As seen in Table 4, the primary caregiver’s household income was positively
associated with school connectedness and with relationship with father, negatively associated
with delinquent behavior, and was unrelated to positive adolescent functioning. Relationship
with mother mirrored these findings, with the exception that relationship with mother was
positively associated with positive adolescent functioning. As expected, delinquent behavior at
wave 5 was negatively associated with school connectedness and relationship with the father,
and positively associated with delinquent behavior at wave 6. Additionally, it was unrelated to
positive adolescent functioning.
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Table 4
Correlations between Continuous Covariates and Primary Analyses Variables (N = 2,069)

Variables

School
Connectedness
(wave 6)

Relationship
with Father
(wave 6)

Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 6)

Positive
Adolescent
Functioning
(wave 6)

.13**

.15**

-.14**

-.03

.24**

.20***

-.17**

.34**

-.11**

-.07**

.25**

-.03

Primary
caregiver’s
household
income
(wave 6)
Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)
Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01
Table 5 presents the analyses with categorical covariates. These analyses showed that
males reported higher levels of school connectedness, delinquent behavior, and positive
functioning, as well as a more positive relationship with father, relative to females. Black and
African American participants, relative to all other racial and ethnic groups in the sample,
reported higher levels of school connectedness, delinquent behavior, and a more positive
relationship with father, but levels of positive adolescent functioning did not differ significantly
across race and ethnic groups. White participants, relative to all other racial and ethnic groups in
the sample, reported higher levels of delinquent behavior, and a more positive relationship with
father, but levels of school connectedness or positive adolescent functioning did not differ
significantly across race and ethnic groups. Youth who lived with their biological father 50% or
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more of the time reported a more positive relationship with their father than youth whose fathers
were not residential. However, these groups did not differ on school connectedness or either
outcome variable.
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Table 5
T-Tests between Categorical Covariates and Primary Analyses Variables (N = 2,069)

Variables

School Connectedness (wave 6)

Delinquent Behavior
(wave 6)

Relationship with Father (wave 6)

Positive Adolescent Functioning
(wave 6)

df
2067

t
-4.30

p
.007**

d
-.19

df
2067

t
-6.30

p
.003**

d
-.28

df
2067

t
-5.80

p
<.001**

d
-.30

df
2067

t
-3.40

p
.009**

d
-.15

2067

4.90

.003**

.22

2067

3.90

.007**

.18

2067

-4.50

<.001**

-.20

2067

-3.90

.13

-1.70

2067

-2.50

.51

-.14

2067

-3.80

<.001**

-.20

2067

5.70

<.001**

.28

2067

3.10

.31

.18

2067

.84

.15

2.21

2067

-7.70

<.001**

2.03

2067

-1.80

.020

1.95

2067

1.73

.60

.31

Adolescent
sex (male)
Black and
African
American
versus all
others

White versus
all others
Father’s
residential
status (wave
6)

Note. *p<.05, **p<.01.
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Finally, correlations among the predictor, moderator, and outcome variables are found in
Table 6. As expected, school connectedness, father-adolescent relationship, and positive
adolescent functioning were positively associated with one another, and negatively related to
delinquent behavior.
Table 6
Correlations between Primary Analyses Variables (N = 2,069)

Variable

School
Connectedness
(wave 6)
Relationship
with Father
(wave 6)
Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 6)
Positive
Adolescent
Functioning
(wave 6)
M
SD

School
Connectedness
(wave 6)

Relationship
with Father
(wave 6)

Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 6)

Positive
Adolescent
Functioning
(wave 6)

-

-

-

-

.20**

-

-

-

-.25**

-.16**

-

-

.39**

.23**

-.15**

-

13.79
2.20

6.37
1.64

14.27
1.95

3.43
.31

Note. **p<.01.
Hierarchical Regression Analyses
Delinquent Behavior as the Outcome
A four-step hierarchical multiple regression was conducted with delinquent behavior as
the outcome. All covariates, including adolescent sex, Black and African American comparison
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race variable, white comparison race variable, primary caregiver household income, relationship
with the mother, father’s residential status, and prior delinquent behavior, were entered into the
model at step one l. The school connectedness variable was entered at step two, father-adolescent
relationship at step three, and the interaction of school connectedness and father-adolescent
relationship at step four.
The hierarchical regression revealed that at step one, the seven covariates contributed
significantly to the model, F(7, 2061) = 38.40, p < .001, and accounted for 11.5% of the
variation in delinquent behavior. Introducing school connectedness into the model explained an
additional 3.6% of variation in delinquent behavior and this change in R² was significant, F(1,
2060) = 87.78, p < .001. Adding father-adolescent relationship to the model explained an
additional 0.9% of the variation in delinquent behavior, and this change in R² was significant,
F(1, 2059) = 21.11, p < .001. Finally, the relation between school connectedness and delinquent
behavior did not vary as a function of the father-adolescent relationship, F(1, 2058) = .01, p =
.97. When all 10 predictors were included the model, delinquent behavior at wave 5, adolescent
sex, white comparison race variable, primary caregiver household income, relationship with the
mother at wave 5, father’s residential status, school connectedness, and father-adolescent
relationship, were significant predictors of delinquent behavior (See Table 7).
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Table 7
Hierarchical Regression Results for Delinquent Behavior (N = 2,069)

Variable

Step 1
Constant
Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)
Adolescent sex
(male)
Black and
African
American
versus all
others
White versus
all others
Primary
caregiver’s
household
income
Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)
Father’s
residential
status
Step 2
Constant
Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)
Adolescent sex
(male)
Black and
African
American

B

95% CI for B

p

SE B

β

LL

UI

15.35
.27

14.96
.21

15.73
.32

<.001
<.001

.20
.03

.21

.38

.22

.54

<.001

.08

.10

.06

-.13

.24

.540

.09

.02

-.28

-.52

-.05

.020

.12

-.06

-2.99E-6

.00

.00

<.001

.00

-.09

-.21

-.27

-.16

<.001

.03

-.17

.29

-.03

.59

.072

.04

.04

14.95
.24

14.57
.19

15.34
.30

<.001
<.001

.19
.03

.19

.45

.29

.61

<.001

.08

.12

-3.21E-5

-.18

.18

1.00

.09

.01

R²

ΔR²

.12

.12

.152

.036
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versus all
others
White versus
all others
Primary
caregiver’s
household
income
Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)
Father’s
residential
status
School
Connectedness
(wave 6)
Step 3
Constant
Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)
Adolescent sex
(male)
Black and
African
American
versus all
others
White versus
all others
Primary
caregiver’s
household
income
Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)
Father’s
residential
status
School
Connectedness
(wave 6)

-.30

-.53

-.07

.012

.12

-.06

-2.35E-6

.00

.00

<.001

.00

-.07

-.160

-.21

-.10

<.001

.03

-.12

.27

-.03

.57

.08

.16

.04

-.18

-.21

-.14

<.001

.02

-.20

.16
14.78
.24

14.39
.18

15.16
.29

<.001
<.001

.20
.03

.19

.50

.34

.66

<.001

.08

.13

-.01

-.19

.17

.900

.09

-.00

-.29

-.52

-.06

.014

.12

-.06

-2.02E-6

.00

.00

.004

.00

-.06

-.13

-.19

-.08

<.001

.03

-.11

.38

.07

.68

.02

.16

.05

-.17

-.20

-.13

<.001

.02

-.19

.01
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Relationship
with Father
(wave 6)
Step 4
Constant
Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)
Adolescent sex
(male)
Black and
African
American
versus all
others
White versus
all others
Primary
caregiver’s
household
income
Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)
Father’s
residential
status
School
Connectedness
(wave 6)
Relationship
with Father
(wave 6)
Interaction of
School
Connectedness
and
Relationship
with Father

-.09

-.13

-.05

<.001

.02

-.10

.16
14.77
.24

14.39
.18

15.16
.29

<.001
<.001

.20
.03

.19

.50

.34

.66

<.001

.08

.13

-.01

-.19

.17

.901

.09

-.03

-.29

-.52

-.06

.014

.12

-.06

-2.02E-6

.00

.00

.004

.00

-.06

-.13

-.19

-.08

<.001

.03

-.11

.38

.07

.68

.02

.16

.05

-.17

-.20

-.13

<.001

.02

-1.87

-.09

-.13

-.05

<.001

.02

-.10

.00

-.02

.02

.971

.01

.00

.00

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
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Positive Adolescent Functioning as the Outcome
A second four-step hierarchical multiple regression was conducted with positive
adolescent functioning as the outcome. All covariates, including adolescent sex, Black and
African American comparison race variable, white comparison race variable, primary caregiver
household income, relationship with the mother, and father’s residential status were entered into
the model at step one. The school connectedness variable was entered at step two, fatheradolescent relationship at step three, and the interaction of school connectedness and fatheradolescent relationship at step four.
The hierarchical regression revealed that at step one, the six covariates contributed
significantly to the model, F(6, 2062) = 50.52, p < .001, and accounted for 12.8% of the
variation in positive adolescent functioning. Introducing school connectedness into the model
accounted for an additional 10.5% of variation, F(1, 2061) = 281.90, p < .001. Adding fatheradolescent relationship to the model accounted for a further 1.6% of variation in positive
adolescent functioning, F(1, 2060) = 44.75, p < .001. Finally, the relation between school
connectedness and positive adolescent functioning varied significantly as a function of the
father-adolescent relationship, F(1, 2059) = 6.97, p = .008, and accounted for an additional 0.3%
of variation in the model. When all 9 predictors were included in the model, Black and African
American comparison variable, primary caregiver household income, relationship with the
mother, school connectedness, father-adolescent relationship, and the interaction of school
connectedness and father-adolescent relationship, were significant predictors of positive
adolescent functioning (See Table 8). In the final step of the analysis SPSS PROCESS macro
(Hayes & Preacher, 2013) was employed to further assess the moderating role of the quality of
the father-adolescent relationship on the association between school connectedness and positive
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adolescent functioning. Figure 3 shows that the effect of father-adolescent relationship was more
important at low levels of school connectedness than at high levels of school connectedness.
That is to say the father-adolescent relationship was more important when the adolescent felt
disconnected at school than when the adolescent felt more connected at school.
Table 8
Hierarchical Regression Results for Positive Adolescent Functioning (N = 2,069)

Variable

B

95% CI for B
LL

Step 1
Constant
Adolescent
sex (male)
Black and
African
American
versus all
others
White versus
all others
Primary
caregiver’s
household
income
Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)
Father’s
residential
status
Step 2
Constant
Adolescent
sex (male)
Black and
African
American

p

SE B

β

R²

ΔR²

.13

.13

.23

.11

UI

2.96
.03

2.90
.01

3.02
.06

<.001
.012

.03
.01

.05

.04

.01

.07

.005

.02

.07

-.02

-.06

.02

.240

.02

-.03

-6.85E-8

.00

.00

.541

.00

-.01

.07

.06

.08

<.001

.00

.34

-.01

-.06

.04

.642

.03

-.01

3.08
.02

3.02
-.01

3.14
.04

<.001
.171

.03
.01

.03

.06

.03

.09

<.001

.01

.10
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versus all
others
White versus
all others
Primary
caregiver’s
household
income
Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)
Father’s
residential
status
School
Connectedness
(wave 6)
Step 3
Constant
Adolescent
sex (male)
Black and
African
American
versus all
others
White versus
all others
Primary
caregiver’s
household
income
Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)
Father’s
residential
status
School
Connectedness
(wave 6)
Relationship
with Father
(wave 6)
Step 4

-.02

-.05

.02

.32

.02

-.02

-2.55E-7

.00

.00

.016

.00

-.05

.05

.05

.06

<.001

.00

.26

-.01

-.06

.04

.704

.02

-.01

.05

.04

.06

<.001

.00

.34

3.12
.01

3.06
-.02

3.18
.03

<.001
.527

.03
.01

.01

.06

.04

.09

<.001

.01

.10

-.02

-.06

.02

.268

.09

-.03

-3.29E-7

.00

.00

.002

.00

-.06

.05

.04

.06

<.001

.00

.24

-.03

-.08

.01

.165

.02

-.03

.05

.04

.05

<.001

.00

.32

.02

.02

.03

<.001

.00

.14

.25

.02

.25

.00
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Constant
Adolescent
sex (male)
Black and
African
American
versus all
others
White versus
all others
Primary
caregiver’s
household
income
Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)
Father’s
residential
status
School
Connectedness
(wave 6)
Relationship
with Father
(wave 6)
Interaction of
School
Connectedness
and
Relationship
with Father

3.12
.01

3.06
-.02

3.18
.03

<.001
.560

.03
.01

.01

.06

0.35

.09

<.001

.01

.10

-.02

-.06

.02

.259

.02

-.03

-3.22E-7

.00

.00

.002

.00

-.06

.05

.04

.06

<.001

.00

.24

-.04

-.08

.01

.137

.02

-.03

.04

.04

.05

<.001

.00

.31

.02

.015

.03

<.001

.00

.14

-.00

-.01

-.00

.008

.00

-.05

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
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Figure 3

Regression Depicting Positive Adolescent Functioning from School Connectedness, FatherAdolescent Relationship, and their Interaction

3.6

Positive Adolescent Functioning

3.55
3.5
3.45
3.4
Low FatherAdolescent
Relationship

3.35
3.3
3.25

High FatherAdolescent
Relationship

3.2
3.15
3.1
Low (-1SD from Mean) High (+1SD from Mean)
School Connectedness

Supplemental Analyses
In addition to the main regression analyses reported above, several additional analyses
were undertaken per the original proposed data analysis plan. These analyses included two
hierarchical regression analyses that tested the main and moderation effects of school
connectedness and father-adolescent relationships on the two outcome variables, delinquent
behavior and positive adolescent functioning; however, in both supplemental regression analyses
a national weight variable was applied for the purpose of reflecting a nationally representative
sample. Specifically, the national weight was developed by FFCWS researchers using data from
16 randomly selected cities representative of births that occurred in 77 large U.S. cities (those
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with populations over 200,000 in 1994) between 1998 and 2000 (Carlson, 2008). Results of these
analyses are included in the appendix (see Table 9 and Table 10).
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to better understand associations between school
connectedness, father-adolescent relationship quality, and their interaction in two primary
outcomes in 15-year-old adolescents -- delinquent behavior and positive adolescent functioning.
Prior research has identified school connectedness as an ecological factor associated with
positive and negative outcomes in youth, but few studies have examined the role fatheradolescent relationship quality plays in this association or as a contributor to positive youth
development. The extant literature indicates that lower feelings of school connectedness are
associated with elevated levels of delinquent behavior (Chapman et al., 2013; Lucero et al.,
2015; Shochet, 2007). While these associations are well established, less is known about how
family factors moderate the association between school connectedness and delinquent behavior,
in particular, dynamics of father-adolescent relationships. Similar findings exist linking higher
levels of school connectedness to higher levels of positive functioning (Korpershoek et al., 2020;
Reaves et al., 2018). The sparsity of studies that explore father-adolescent relationship quality as
a moderating factor on the association between school connectedness and positive functioning
are concerning as fathers have been represented in the literature as having a unique influence on
the development of their children.
Explanation of Primary Findings
Several primary findings associated with delinquent behavior emerged from this study.
Consistent with existing literature, both school connectedness and positive father-adolescent
relationships were negatively associated with delinquent behavior after accounting for a range of
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demographic and relational covariates. Schochet et al. (2007) also found that feelings of
connection at school, including positive relationships with teachers and feelings of trust in the
school environment, were inversely associated with levels of negative behavior, including
delinquent behavior in adolescents. Further, work by Hoeve et al. (2009) and Lucero et al. (2015)
suggested that positive father-child relationships were associated with lower levels of delinquent
behavior in adolescents. Consistent with these findings, the current study found significant
negative associations between positive father-adolescent relationships and delinquent behavior.
Because of empirical reports of school connectedness and father-adolescent relationships
as effective promotive and protective factors for delinquent behavior outcomes in adolescents, an
interaction between the two was tested (Hoeve et al., 2009; Lucero et al., 2015; Schochet et al.,
2007). However, no significant effect was observed, indicating father-adolescent relationships
did not moderate the relation between school connectedness and delinquent behavior in this
particular study sample. This is curious given both predictors made parallel, statistically
significant, unique contributions to delinquent behavior. There are several possible explanations
for this result. The first is that because of the limited number of items used to assess the fatheradolescent relationship, the entirety of the domain may not have been fully assessed. Utilizing
more than two items to construct father-adolescent connectedness that covered additional aspects
of this domain may have better allowed the interaction to be examined. Additionally, in
accordance with prior literature and the Social Ecological Theory framework, and because of the
developmental stage examined, other microsystem factors that were not examined in this study
may have affected the relation between school connectedness and delinquent behavior outcomes.
These factors may include supportive non-parent adults (i.e., coaches, teachers, older siblings;
Sterrett et al., 2011; Zimmerman et al., 2002) and values, beliefs, attitudes, and models found
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within peer relationships (Mikytuck & Woolard, 2021). A review from Beam and colleagues
(2002) found that the presence of supportive non-parent adults ranged from 54 to 82% for
adolescents living in single parent or non-married cohabiting households. Due to the unique
sample used in this study (oversampling of children born to unwed mothers, >8% of youth lived
with biological fathers at age 15), it is necessary to consider the influence of additional adults
who may interact regularly with the adolescents in this sample. Additionally, peer relationships
and peer support, either in favor or against delinquent behavior, are highly predictive of
adolescent delinquent behavior and offending (Mikytuck & Woolard, 2021). Further research is
needed to explore interactions between these other key contextual factors and father-adolescent
relationship on delinquent behavior.
This study explored a second model that examined the direct contributions of school
connectedness and father-adolescent relationships and their interaction to positive adolescent
functioning. In line with prior research that examined school connectedness and fatheradolescent relationships as elements of positive youth development, the results of this second
model showed main effects of school connectedness and father-adolescent relationships as well
as a significant interaction between these constructs, supporting the study hypothesis. The main
effects of this model were consistent with the extant literature on relations between each
predictor, school connectedness and father-adolescent relationship quality, and positive
adolescent functioning
Findings indicated that across levels, father-adolescent relationship quality interacted
significantly with school connectedness, although the amount of additional variance in positive
adolescent functioning explained by this interaction was low. Specifically, the father-adolescent
relationship showed the most benefit for adolescents who reported low levels of school
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connectedness. Inspection of the plot of the interaction revealed that father-adolescent
relationships mattered more at low versus high levels of school connectedness. That is,
differences in positive adolescent functioning between youth with more versus less positive
relationships with their fathers were more apparent when school connectedness was low versus
high. The hypothesis for this model included an assumption that reports of negative fatheradolescent relationships and high school connectedness would attenuate the association between
school connectedness and positive adolescent functioning resulting in lower levels of positive
functioning. This hypothesis was not supported by the study results which showed that fatheradolescent relationships at both low and high levels of quality enhanced the association of school
connectedness on positive adolescent functioning. Of further interest, the father-adolescent
relationship was significant after controlling for the mother-adolescent relationship, indicating
that father-adolescent relationships play a unique role beyond the contribution of motheradolescent relationships in youth reports of their positive functioning.
This finding is novel, and highlights the importance of father-adolescent relationships as
a whole, but in particular positive father-adolescent relationships in adolescence. Previous
literature has focused on younger adolescents, or mother-report of father engagement, time spent
with children or adolescents, or residential status (Gold et al., 2020; Sarkadi et al., 2008). While
these factors are important, our study demonstrates that the relationship quality between a father
and an adolescent is an important factor in enhancing positive functioning. This is an important
finding that contributes to a budding literature on father contributions to child and adolescent
development from a positive youth development framework (Learner, 2006; 2013; Masten,
2014; Sarkadi et al., 2008).
Practical Implications
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These results suggest several practical implications. Although the findings from this
study do not indicate father-adolescent relationships interact with school connectedness to
attenuate or enhance delinquent behavior outcomes, it is important to note that both fatheradolescent relationships and school connectedness were negatively associated with delinquent
behavior. These findings suggest that positive father-relationships and school connectedness are
critical aspects in both the cultivation of positive outcomes and the attenuation of negative
behavior. These results suggest that enhancement of father-adolescent relationships, and
increased father engagement, may support positive adolescent functioning, in particular for those
who feel disconnected from school. Results from the existing literature on father involvement
have influenced pursuit of policy change, including requests for parental leave, father-specific
parenting classes, and for shared custody to become the default for parents who are married and
unmarried (Gold et al., 2020; Pougnet et al., 2011; Sarkadi et al., 2008).
Our findings that show that father-adolescent relationships moderated the relation
between school connectedness and positive adolescent functioning have potential intervention
implications as well. As father involvement in childhood has increased over the past decades, so
too have school-based child development programs and interventions in engaging fathers (Lamb
& Lewis, 2005; Fagan & Palm, 2015; Flouri, 2005). However, these child development programs
(i.e., Head Start) primarily have targeted fathers of young children. Although, family-based
interventions are effective for managing behavior and developing positive skills for other kinds
of unwanted adolescent behavior (i.e., substance use; sexual risk behavior) in therapeutic and
justice settings (i.e., Contingency Management; Letourneau et al., 2017; Henggeler et al., 2012),
school-based family intervention programs for adolescents are less well studied. (An exception is
the Strengthening Families Program, which has both school- and home-based components, and
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has been widely investigated.) Several concrete steps for supporting father involvement in
research on adolescent development as well as interventions have been identified by two reviews
of practice and research literature. These reviews report parent-child activity as a valuable way to
attract and include fathers in research and intervention practice, tailoring programs to focus on
specific needs of fathers and adoption of evidence-based curricula to fit fathers in different
populations. Implementing father-focused recruitment strategies also was cited in these reviews
as ways to better involve and promote engagement from fathers in adolescent development
research and behavior intervention practice (Bronte-Tinkew et al., 2012; Cowan et al., 2009;
McHale, 2007).
Study Strengths and Limitations
Results of this study should be considered within the context of several important
strengths and limitations. Use of the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing (FFCWB) dataset was
a strength. The FFCWB dataset over-sampled children born to unwed mothers in major cities
across the United States. This design generated a unique sample of children and their families,
and thus a unique opportunity to investigate family variables. Additionally, the focus on fatheradolescent relationship quality rather than amount of time spent together strengthens the
literature on father impact on child and adolescent outcomes.
In acknowledgement of limitations, the most significant is the ability to generalize across
populations. Due to lack of application of a FFCWBS weight variable, and despite the specific
use of oversampling across 77 large cities in the United States, this study cannot be generalized
to all children born to mothers who were unwed at the time of the child’s birth. Use of the
FFCWBS weight variable would have resulted in a loss of 25% of the sample used in this study,
eliminating a significant portion of study participants who met all study criteria. Notably, loss of
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youth due to not being interviewed or missing data also was a limitation, given that youth who
were included in the analytic sample were more advantaged than youth who were excluded. This
suggests that youth with lower family socioeconomic status or with parents with lower levels of
education were less well represented in our study findings. A third study limitation is the
correlational design, which precluded inferring causality. Fourth, only adolescent-report of the
predictor, moderator, and outcome variables was used, leaving a potential gap in what can be
ascertained from this study. Finally, although the interaction between school connectedness and
father-adolescent relationships on positive adolescent functioning was significant, a very small
amount of variance was explained. Although small amounts of variance explained in interaction
effects are normative in the social sciences, this is a potential limitation (Rutter, 1999; 2006).
Future Directions
Future studies examining the importance of father-adolescent relationships may benefit
from considering the following suggestions. Subsequent studies might employ longitudinal
designs to better understand how changes in father-adolescent relationships and their interactions
with school connectedness contribute to subsequent adolescent adjustment. Additionally, use of
multiple reporters, rather than a reliance on adolescent-only reports, may enhance understanding
of these constructs and reduce mono-reporter and mono-method bias. In particular, use of fatheror teacher-report may deepen the empirical comprehension of these factors’ association with
both positive and negative behavioral outcomes in adolescents. Research in this area may benefit
from the exploration of other interactions between other key contextual factors such as
supportive non-parent adults and peer relationships with father-adolescent relationships on
delinquent behavior. Finally, it may be of further benefit to broaden the measurement of fatheradolescent relationships. This study used two items to address child-reported degree of closeness
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that adolescents felt with their father and the degree to which they talked and shared ideas with
their father, leaving a potential gap in what can be ascertained from this study. However, the
addition of more items may provide a more complete picture of the father-adolescent relationship
in order for researchers and practitioners to target additional relationship aspects and dynamics
for promoting positive outcomes. It may also benefit the literature to establish a fuller view of
fathers and their relationships with their children by inclusion of fathers who identify as gender
or sexual minority groups.
Conclusion
The present study enhanced the understanding of the unique role played by fathers during
adolescence. The study identified father-adolescent relationships as an important moderating
factor in the relation between school connectedness and positive adolescent functioning. Beyond
the contributions of demographics and relationships with mothers, father-adolescent relationship
quality was significantly associated with lower levels of delinquent behavior and higher levels of
positive functioning. Based on these results, father-adolescent relationships, in particular for
adolescents who perceive low levels of school connectedness, are important in developing
positive functioning. This study supports the understanding that fathers, and specifically fatheradolescent relationships, should be cultivated and leveraged to promote more optimal
development and outcomes in adolescents. By developing positive functioning, adolescents may
better attain academic goals, and subsequent positive life-long outcomes. With a continued focus
on the positive outcomes associated with father-adolescent relationships, research and
practitioners can aid in promoting positive outcomes in adolescents.

54

55

References
Aiken, L. S., West, S. G., & Reno, R. R. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting
interactions. Sage.
Baker, C. P., Keck, C. K., Mott, F. L., & Quinlan, S. V. (1993). NLSY Child Handbook - Revised
Edition: A Guide to the 1986-1990 National Longitudinal Survey of Youth Child Data.
Columbus Center for Human Resource Research.
Baumgartner, H. & Amso, D. (nd). Resilience in Individuals and Communities. Developmental
Cognitive Neuroscience Laboratory. http://research.clps.brown.edu/dcnl/wpcontent/uploads/2017/11/VirtualLab_topics_Resilience_Individuals_Communities3.pdf
Bronte-Tinkew, J., Burkhauser, M., & Metz, A. J. (2012). Elements of Promising Practices in
Fatherhood Programs: Evidence-based Research Findings on Interventions for Fathers.
Fathering: A Journal of Theory, Research & Practice about Men as Fathers, 10(1) 6-30.
DOI:10.3149/fth.1001.6
Boyd, M. L. (2014). Book Review: Doing the Best I Can: Fatherhood in the Inner City. Men and
Masculinities, 17(4), 449–451. https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184x14545993
Bowes, L., Maughan, B., Caspi, A., Moffitt, T. E. & Arseneault, L. (2010). Families promote
emotional and behavioural resilience to bullying: Evidence of an environmental effect.
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry. 51, 809–817. doi.org/10.1111/j.14697610.2010.02216.x
Carlson, B. L. (2008). Fragile families & child wellbeing study: Methodology for constructing
mother, father, and couple weights for core telephone public survey data waves 1–4.
Mathematica Policy Research, 1-43.
https://fragilefamilies.princeton.edu/sites/fragilefamilies/files/ff_const_wgts.pdf

56

Carter, A. (2019). The Consequences of Adolescent Delinquent Behavior for Adult Employment
Outcomes. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 48(1), 17–29.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-018-0934-2
Caldwell, C. H., Sellers, R. M., Bernat, D. H., & Zimmerman, M. A. (2004). Racial identity,
parental support, and alcohol use in a sample of academically at-risk African American
high school students. American Journal of Community Psychology, 34, 71–81.
doi.org/10.1023/B:AJCP.0000040147.69287.f7
Chapman, R. L., Buckley, L., Sheehan, M., & Shochet, I. (2013). School-based programs for
increasing connectedness and reducing risk behavior: A systematic review. Educational
Psychology Review, 25(1), 95-114. DOI 10.1007/s10648-013-9216-4
Chen, P., Voisin, D. R., & Jacobson, K. C. (2013). Community violence exposure and adolescent
delinquency: Examining a spectrum of promotive factors. Youth & Society, 48, 3357. doi.org/10.1177/0044118X13475827
Child Development Supplement: Panel Study of Income Dynamics. (2007). Retrieved from
http://psidonline.isr.umich.edu/CDS/questionnaires/cds-iii/child.pdf
Christenson, S. L., Reschly, A. L., & Wylie, C. Eds.. (2012). Handbook of Research on Student
Engagement. Springer.
Conger, R. D. & Conger, K. J. (2010). Resilience in midwestern families: Selected findings from
the first decade of a prospective, longitudinal study. Journal of Marriage and Family. 64,
361–373. doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2002.00361.x
Cook, R. D., & Weisberg, S. (1982). Residuals and influence in regression. Chapman and Hall.

57

Cowan, P. A., Cowan, C. P., Pruett, M. K., Pruett, K., & Wong, J. J. (2009). Promoting fathers'
engagement with children: Preventive interventions for low‐income families. Journal of
Marriage and Family, 71(3), 663-679. doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2009.00625.x
Crespo, C., Jose, P. E., Kielpikowski, M., & Pryor, J. (2013). On solid ground: Family and
school connectedness promotes adolescents’ future orientation. Journal of Adolescence,
36(5), 993–1002. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2013.08.004
Davison, K. K., Charles, J. N., Khandpur, N., & Nelson, T. J. (2017). Fathers’ Perceived Reasons
for Their Underrepresentation in Child Health Research and Strategies to Increase Their
Involvement. Maternal Child Health Journal, 21(2), 267-274. doi:10.1007/s10995-0162157-z.
DelPriore, D. J., Brener, S. A., Hill, S. E., & Ellis, B. J. (2020). Effects of Fathers on Adolescent
Daughters’ Frequency of Substance Use and Risky Sexual Behavior. Journal of Research
on Adolescence, 31(1), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12589
Development Services Group, Inc. (2018). “Interactions between Youth and Law Enforcement.”
Literature review. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.
https://www.ojjdp.gov/mpg/litreviews/Interactions-Youth-Law-Enforcement.pdf
Draper, P., & Harpending, H. (1982). Father absence and reproductive strategy: An evolutionary
perspective. Journal of Anthropological Research, 38(3), 255-273.
https://doi.org/10.1086/jar.38.3.3629848
Dynes, M. E., Domoff, S. E., Hassan, S., Tompsett, C. J., & Amrhein, K. E. (2015). The
influence of co-offending within a moderated mediation model of parent and peer
predictors of delinquency. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24, 3516 –3525.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10826-015-0153-3

58

Elkington, K. S., Bauermeister, J. A., & Zimmerman, M. A. (2011). Do parents and peers
matter? A prospective socio-ecological examination of substance use and sexual risk
among African American youth. Journal of Adolescence, 43, 1035–1047.
doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2010.11.004
Ellis, B. J. (2004). Timing of pubertal maturation in girls: An integrated life history
approach. Psychological Bulletin, 130, 920-958. DOI: 10.1037/0033-2909.130.6.920
Ellis, B. J, Bianchi, J.G, Griskevicius, V, & Frankenhuis, W.E. (2017). Beyond risk and
protective factors: An adaptation-based approach to resilience. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 12(4), 561–587. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691617693054
Erikson, E. H. (1968). Identity: Youth and crisis. Norton.
Fagan, J. & Palm, G. (2015). Interventions with Fathers. Encyclopedia on Early Childhood
Development. https://www.child-encyclopedia.com/father-paternity/accordingexperts/interventions-fathers
Flouri, E. (2005). Fathering and child outcomes. John Wiley & Sons.
Freidenfelt Liljeberg, J., Eklund, J. M., Fritz, M. V., & af Klinteberg, B. (2011). Poor school
bonding and delinquency over time: Bidirectional effects and sex differences. Journal of
Adolescence, 34(1), 1–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2010.03.008
Gavanas, A. (2004). Fatherhood politics in the United States: Masculinity, sexuality, race, and
marriage. University of Illinois Press.
Gaylord-Harden, N. K., Barbarin, O., Tolan, P. H., & Murry, V. M. B. (2018). Understanding
development of African American boys and young men: Moving from risks to positive
youth development. American Psychologist, 73(6), 753–767.
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000300

59

Glass, H. (2015). Juvenile incarceration rate has dropped in half. Is trend sustainable? Justice
Policy Institute. http://www.justicepolicy.org/news/9854
Gold, S., Edin, K. J., & Nelson, T. J. (2020). Does Time with Dad in Childhood Pay Off in
Adolescence? Journal of Marriage and Family, 82(5), 1587–1605.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12676
Goodenow, C., & Grady, K. E. (1993). The relationship of school belonging and friends’ values
to academic motivation among urban adolescent students. Journal of Experimental
Education, 62, 60-71. https://doi.org/10/1080/00220973.1993.9943831
Grietens, H., Onghena, P., Prinzie, P., Gadeyne, E., Van Assche, V., Ghesquière, P., &
Hellinckx, W. (2004). Comparison of Mothers’, Fathers’, and Teachers’ Reports on
Problem Behavior in 5- to 6-Year-Old Children. Journal of Psychopathology and
Behavioral Assessment, 26(2), 137–146.
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOBA.0000013661.14995.59
Habib, C., Santoro, J., Kremer, P., Toumbourou, J., Leslie, E., & Williams, J. (2010). The
importance of family management, closeness with father and family structure in early
adolescent alcohol use. Addiction, 105(10), 1750–1758. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.13600443.2010.03021.x
Harris, K. M., & Udry, J. R. (2018). National longitudinal study of adolescent to adult health
(add health), 1994-2008 [Public Use]. Carolina Population Center, University of North
Carolina-Chapel Hill [distributor], Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social
Research [distributor], 08-06.
https://staff.washington.edu/phurvitz/csde502_winter_2021/data/metadata/Wave1_Comp
rehensive_Codebook/21600-0001-Codebook_Questionnaire.pdf

60

Hawkins, J. D., Kosterman, R., Catalano, R. F., Hill, K. G., & Abbott, R. D. (2005). Promoting
positive adult functioning through social development intervention in childhood: Longterm effects from the Seattle Social Development Project. Archives of Pediatrics and
Adolescent Medicine, 159(1), 25–31. https://doi.org/10.1001/archpedi.159.1.25
Hayes, A. F., & Preacher, K. J. (2013). Conditional process modeling: Using structural equation
modeling to examine contingent causal processes. In G. R. Hancock & R. O. Mueller
(Eds.) Structural equation modeling: A second course (2nd Ed). Information Age
Publishing.
Henggeler, S. W., McCart, M. R., Cunningham, P. B., & Chapman, J. E. (2012). Enhancing the
effectiveness of juvenile drug courts by integrating evidence-based practices. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 80(2), 264. doi.org/10.1037/a0027147
Hockenberry, S., & Puzzanchera, C. (2020). Juvenile Court Statistics 2018. National Center for
Juvenile Justice.
https://ojjdp.ojp.gov/sites/g/files/xyckuh176/files/media/document/juvenile-courtstatistics-2018.pdf
Hoeve, M., Dubas, J. S., Eichelsheim, V. I., Van Der Laan, P. H., Smeenk, W., & Gerris, J. R.
M. (2009). The Relationship Between Parenting and Delinquency: A Meta-analysis.
Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 37(6), 749–775. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802009-9310-8
Ibrahim, R. B., Nasirudeen, I. A., & Isiaka, M. (2020). Juvenile Delinquency: The Role of
Bystanders and Endablers. International Journal of Scientific and Research Publications.
10(6), 857-865. http://dx.doi.org/10.29322/IJSRP.10.06.2020.p102101

61

Jaggers, J. W., Bolland, A. C., Tomek, S., Bolland, K. A., Hooper, L. M., Church, W. T., &
Bolland, J. M. (2018). The Longitudinal Impact of Distal, Non-Familial Relationships on
Parental Monitoring: Implications for Delinquent Behavior. Youth and Society, 50(2),
160–182. https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X15602415
Jolliffe, D., Farrington, D. P., Loeber, R., & Pardini, D. (2016). Protective factors for violence:
Results from the Pittsburgh Youth Study. Journal of Criminal Justice, 45, 32–40.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2016.02.007
Justice Policy Institute (2012). Juvenile Justice Reform in Connecticut: How Collaboration and
Commitment Have Improved Public Safety and Outcomes for Youth.
http://www.justicepolicy.org/uploads/justicepolicy/documents/jpi_juvenile_justice_refor
m_in_ct.pdf
Kelly, A. B., O’Flaherty, M., Toumbourou, J. W., Connor, J. P., Hemphill, S. A., & Catalano, R.
F. (2011). Gender differences in the impact of families on alcohol use: A lagged
longitudinal study of early adolescents. Addiction, 106(8), 1427–1436.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-0443.2011.03435.x
Kern, M. L., Benson, L., Steinberg, E. A., & Steinberg, L. (2016). Supplemental Material for
The EPOCH Measure of Adolescent Well-Being. Psychological Assessment, 28(5), 586–
597. https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000201.supp
Korpershoek, H., Canrinus, E. T., Fokkens-Bruinsma, M., & de Boer, H. (2020). The
relationships between school belonging and students’ motivational, social-emotional,
behavioural, and academic outcomes in secondary education: a meta-analytic review.
Research Papers in Education, 35(6), 641–680.
doi.org/10.1080/02671522.2019.1615116

62

Lamb, M. E., & Lewis, C. (2005). The Role of Parent-Child Relationships in Child
Development. In M. H. Bornstein & M. E. Lamb (Eds.), Developmental science: An
advanced textbook (pp. 429–468). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.
Lamb, M., Pleck, J. H., & Levine, J. (1985). The role of the father in child development: The
effects of increased paternal involvement. In B. B. Lahey & A. E. Kazdin (Eds.),
Advances in clinical child psychology (pp. 229–255). Plenum.
Lerner, R. M. (2006). Developmental science, developmental systems, and contemporary
theories of human development. In R. M. Lerner, W. Damon, & R. M. Lerner (Eds.),
Handbook of child psychology, Volume 1: Theoretical models of human development (6th
ed., pp. 1–17). John Wiley.
Lerner, R. M., Agans, J. P., Arbeit, M. R., Chase, P. A., Weiner, M. B., Schmid, K. L., et al.
(2013). Resilience and positive youth development: A relational developmental systems
model. In S.Goldstein & R. B. Brooks (Eds.), Handbook of resilience in children (2nd
ed., pp. 293–308). Springer.
Letourneau, E. J., McCart, M. R., Sheidow, A. J., & Mauro, P. M. (2017). First evaluation of a
contingency management intervention addressing adolescent substance use and sexual
risk behaviors: Risk reduction therapy for adolescents. Journal of Substance Abuse
Treatment, 72, 56-65. doi.org/10.1016/j.jsat.2016.08.019
Levine, J., & Pitt, E. (1995). New expectations: Community strategies for responsible
fatherhood. Families and Work Institute.
Levesque, R. J. R. (2018), Delinquency. Encyclopedia of Adolescence (pp. 912-92). Springer
International Publishing. doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-33228-4

63

Lin, H. (2020). Probing two-way moderation effects: A review of software to easily plot
Johnson-Neyman figures. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal,
27(3), 494-502. doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2020.1732826
Lucero, J. L., Barrett, C., & Jensen, H. (2015). An Examination of Family and School Factors
Related to Early Delinquency. Children and Schools, 37(3), 165–173.
https://doi.org/10.1093/cs/cdv013
Luthar, S. (2006). Resilience in development: A synthesis of research across five decades.
Wiley.
Masten, A. S. (2014). Invited Commentary: Resilience and Positive Youth Development
Frameworks in Developmental Science. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 43(6), 1018–
1024. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-014-0118-7
Martinez, A., McMahon, S. D., Coker, C., & Keys, C. B. (2016). Teacher Behavioral Practices:
Relations to student risk behaviors, learning barriers, and school climate. Psychology in
the Schools, 53(8), 817-830. doi: 10.1002/pits.21946
Maumary-Gremaud, A. (2000). Things that you have done. (Technical Report)
http://www.fasttrackproject.org/techrept/t/tyd/tyd5tech.pdf
Maznah, B., Saodah, A. & Juliana, R.J. (2007). Juvenile Delinquency: Definition, Trends and
Governmental Efforts to Curb the Problem [Conference paper]. The Ministry of Youth,
Culture and Sport, Malaysia.
McHale, J. P. (2007). Charting the bumpy road of coparenthood: Understanding the challenges
of family life. Zero to Three.

64

Mikytuck, A. M., & Woolard, J. L. (2021). More than Risk? Longitudinal Changes in Friendship
Support with Serious Adolescent Offenders. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 50(8),
1537–1549. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01386-9
Myers, M. J. U. (2013). A Big Brother: New Findings on How Low-Income Fathers Define
Responsible Fatherhood. Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 34(3), 253–264.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-012-9327-y
National Survey of Children’s Health. (2003). Family Functioning Section 8. The Child &
Adolescent Health Measurement Initiative. https://www.childhealthdata.org/learn-aboutthe-nsch/archive-prior-year-data-documents-and-resources/2003-nsch#S8
National Survey of Children’s Health. (2003). Middle Childhood and Adolescence Section.
http://nschdata.org/Content/Guide.aspx#S7
Nelson, T. (2004). Low-income fathers. Annual Review of Sociology, 30, 427–451.
doi:10.1146/annurev.soc.29.010202.095947.
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. (2017). Statistical Briefing Book. U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention. http://www.ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/crime/qa05101.asp?qaDate=2015
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. (2019). Statistical Briefing Book. U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention.
https://www.ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/crime/qa05101.asp?qaDate=2019&text=yes
Pedersen, W., Hart, R. K., Moffitt, T. E., & von Soest, T. (2020). Delinquency abstainers in
adolescence and educational and labor market outcomes in midlife: A population-based

65

25-year longitudinal study. Developmental Psychology, 56(11), 2167–2176. https://doiorg.proxy.library.vcu.edu/10.1037/dev0001117
Phares, V., Lopez, E., Fields, S., Kamboukos, D., & Duhig, A. M. (2005). Are Fathers Involved
in Pediatric Psychology Research and Treatment? Journal of Pediatric Psychology,
30(8), 631-43. https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/jsi050
Rast, P., Rush, J., Piccinin, A., & Hofer, S. M. (2014). The identification of regions of
significance in the effect of multimorbidity on depressive symptoms using longitudinal
data: an application of the Johnson-Neyman technique. Gerontology, 60(3), 274-281.
doi.org/10.1159/000358757
Reaves, S., McMahon, S. D., Duffy, S. N., & Ruiz, L. (2018). The test of time: A meta-analytic
review of the relation between school climate and problem behavior. Aggression and
Violent Behavior, 39, 100–108. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.01.006
Richardson, J. B. (2009). Men do matter: Ethnographic insights on the socially supportive role of
the African American uncle in the lives of inner-city African American male youth.
Journal of Family Issues, 30(8), 1041–1069. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X08330930
Rutter, M. (2006). Implications of resilience concepts for scientific understanding. Annals of the
New York Academy of Sciences, 1094(1), 1-12. doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000124
Rutter, M. (1999). Resilience concepts and findings: Implications for family therapy. Journal of
family therapy, 21(2), 119-144. doi.org/10.1111/1467-6427.00108
Sabatine, E., Lippold, M., & Kainz, K. (2017). The unique and interactive effects of parent and
school bonds on adolescent delinquency. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology,
53(January), 54–63. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2017.09.005

66

Sarkadi, A., Kristiansson, R., Oberklaid, F., & Bremberg, S. (2008). Fathers’ involvement and
children’s developmental outcomes: A systematic review of longitudinal studies. Acta
Paediatrica, International Journal of Paediatrics, 97(2), 153–158.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1651-2227.2007.00572.x
Shochet, I. M., Smyth, T., & Homel, R. (2007). The impact of parental attachment on adolescent
perception of the school environment and school connectedness. Australian and New
Zealand Journal of Family Therapy, 28(2), 109-118. DOI: 10.1375/anft.28.2.109
Shwalb, D. W., Shwalb, B. J., & Lamb, M. E. (Eds.). (2013). Fathers in cultural context.
Routledge.
Siegel, L.J. (2007). Criminology: Theories, Patterns, and Typologies (9th ed.). Thomson
Wadsworth.
Smith, C. A., Park, A., Ireland, T. O., Elwyn, L., & Thornberry, T. P. (2013). Long-Term
Outcomes of Young Adults Exposed to Maltreatment: The Role of Educational
Experiences in Promoting Resilience to Crime and Violence in Early Adulthood. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 28(1), 121–156. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260512448845
Smith, E. P., Witherspoon, D. P., & Wayne Osgood, D. (2017). Positive youth development
among diverse racial–ethnic children: Quality afterschool contexts as developmental
assets. Child Development, 88(4), 1063-1078. doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12870
Sterrett, E. M., Jones, D. J., McKee, L. G., & Kincaid, C. (2011). Supportive non-parental adults
and adolescent psychosocial functioning: Using social support as a theoretical
framework. American Journal of Community Psychology, 48(3-4), 284-295. DOI
10.1007/s10464-011-9429-y

67

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Experimental designs using ANOVA (p. 724).
Thomson/Brooks/Cole.
Tan, B. P., Zuraini, J. O., & Noor Banu, M. N. (2019). Examining family and school factors as
predictors of delinquency: A study of juvenile offenders, at-risk students, and low-risk
students in Malaysia. Asian Social Work and Policy Review, 13(2), 146–158.
https://doi.org/10.1111/aswp.12165
Tarver, D. B., Wong, N. T., Neighbors, H. W., & Zimmerman, M. A. (2004). The role of father
support in the prediction of suicidal ideation among Black adolescent males. In N. Way
& J. Y. Chu (Eds.), Adolescent boys: Exploring diverse cultures of boyhood (pp. 144–
163. New York University Press.
Thies, C. F., & Register, C. A. (1993). Decriminalization of marijuana and the demand for
alcohol, marijuana and cocaine. The Social Science Journal, 30(4), 385–399.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0362-3319(93)90016-O
Tsuchiya, K., Lee, D. B., Qian, Y., Caldwell, C. H., & Mincy, R. B. (2020). Risk and protective
family factors during childhood on youth violence among African American males: The
role of mothers and nonresident fathers. Journal of Community Psychology, 48(5), 1543–
1563. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22346
van der Geest, V., Blokland, A., & Bijleveld, C. (2009). Delinquent Development in a Sample
of High-Risk Youth Shape, Content, and Predictors of Delinquent Trajectories from Age
12 to 32. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency. 46(2), 111-143.
10.1177/0022427808331115
Vygotsky, L. S. (1980). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological processes.
Harvard university press.

68

Waid, J., & Uhrich, M. (2020). A Scoping Review of the Theory and Practice of Positive Youth
Development. British Journal of Social Work, 50(1), 5–24.
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcy130
Walters, G.D. (2020). Moral Disengagement as a Mediator of the Co-offending–Delinquency
Relationship in Serious Juvenile Offenders. Law and Human Behavior. 44(5), 437-448.
https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000425
Wang, M. T., & Dishion, T. J. (2012). The trajectories of adolescents’ perceptions of school
climate, deviant peer affiliation, and behavioral problems during the middle school years.
Journal of Research on Adolescence, 22, 40-53. doi.org/10.1111/j.15327795.2011.00763.x
Wang, Z., Liu, C., Li, T., & Zhao, F. (2020). Paternal parenting and depressive symptoms among
adolescents: A moderated mediation model of deviant peer affiliation and school climate.
Children and Youth Services Review, 119(October), 105630.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105630
Zaykowski, H., & Gunter, W. (2012). Youth Victimization: School Climate or Deviant
Lifestyles? Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 27(3), 431–452.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260511421678
Zhang, J., Li, D., Ahemaitijiang, N., Peng, W., Zhai, B., & Wang, Y. (2020). Perceived school
climate and delinquency among Chinese adolescents: A moderated mediation analysis of
moral disengagement and effortful control. Children and Youth Services Review, 116,
105253. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105253

69

Zimmerman, M. A., Bingenheimer, J. B., & Notaro, P. C. (2002). Natural mentors and
adolescent resiliency: A study with urban youth. American journal of community
psychology, 30(2), 221-243. doi.org/10.1023/A:1014632911622
Zimmerman, M. A., Steinman, K. J., & Rowe, K. J. (1998). Violence among urban African
American adolescents: The protective effects of parental support. In X. B. Arriaga & S.
Oskamp (Eds.), Addressing community problems: Psychological research and
interventions (pp.78–103). Sage.
Zimmerman, M. A., Stoddard, S. A., Eisman, A. B., Caldwell, C. H., Aiyer, S. M., & Miller, A.
(2013). Adolescent Resilience: Promotive Factors That Inform Prevention. Child
Development Perspectives, 7(4), 215–220. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12042

70

Appendix A
Caregiver-Child Relationship
How close you feel to your mom?

1 = Not very close, 2 = Fairly close, 3 = Quite
close, 4 = Extremely close

How well do you and your mom share ideas
or talk about things that matter?

1 = Not very well, 2 = Fairly well, 3 = Quite
well, 4 = Extremely well

How close you feel to your dad?

1 = Not very close, 2 = Fairly close, 3 = Quite
close, 4 = Extremely close

How well do you and your dad share ideas or
talk about things that matter?

1 = Not very well, 2 = Fairly well, 3 = Quite
well, 4 = Extremely well

Note. These items were used to measure relationship quality at Wave 6.
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Appendix B
School Connectedness Scale
How much do you agree or disagree with each item currently?
Feel close to people at school
1 = Strongly agree, 2 = Somewhat agree, 3 =
Somewhat disagree, 4 = Strongly disagree
Feel like part of the school

1 = Strongly agree, 2 = Somewhat agree, 3 =
Somewhat disagree, 4 = Strongly disagree

Happy to be at school

1 = Strongly agree, 2 = Somewhat agree, 3 =
Somewhat disagree, 4 = Strongly disagree

Feel safe at school

1 = Strongly agree, 2 = Somewhat agree, 3 =
Somewhat disagree, 4 = Strongly disagree

Note. These 4 items were used to measure School Connectedness at wave 6.
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Appendix C
Delinquent Behavior Scale (Wave 5)
Purposely damaged or destroyed property that
wasn’t yours

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Taken or stolen something from another person
or from a store

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Taken money at home, like from your mother’s
purse/ dresser

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Cheated on a school test

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Had a fist fight with another person

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Hurt an animal on purpose

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Trespassed into somebody’s garden, backyard,
house, or garage

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Ran away from home

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Skipped school without an excuse

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Secretly taken a sip of wine, beer, or liquor

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Smoked marijuana, grass, pot, weed

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Smoked a cigarette or used tobacco

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Been suspended or expelled from school

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Written things or spray painted on walls or
sidewalks or cars

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Purposely set fire to a building, a car, or other
property or tried to do so

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Avoided paying for movies, bus or subway
rides or food

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Thrown rocks or bottles at people or cars

0 = No, 1 = Yes

Note. These 17 items measured Delinquent Behavior at wave 5. Table shows response options as
they were recoded, prior to recoding response options were 1 = no and 2 = yes.
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Appendix D
Delinquent Behavior (Wave 6)
Painted graffiti or signs on private
property/public spaces

1 = Never, 2 = 1 or 2 times, 3 = 3 or 4 times, 4 =
5 or more times

Deliberately damaged property that didn’t
belong to you

1 = Never, 2 = 1 or 2 times, 3 = 3 or 4 times, 4 =
5 or more times

Taken something from a store without paying
for it

1 = Never, 2 = 1 or 2 times, 3 = 3 or 4 times, 4 =
5 or more times

Gotten into a serious physical fight

1 = Never, 2 = 1 or 2 times, 3 = 3 or 4 times, 4 =
5 or more times

Hurt someone badly enough to need bandages or 1 = Never, 2 = 1 or 2 times, 3 = 3 or 4 times, 4 =
medical care
5 or more times
Driven a car without its owner’s permission

1 = Never, 2 = 1 or 2 times, 3 = 3 or 4 times, 4 =
5 or more times

Stolen something worth more than $50

1 = Never, 2 = 1 or 2 times, 3 = 3 or 4 times, 4 =
5 or more times

Gone into a house or building to steal something

1 = Never, 2 = 1 or 2 times, 3 = 3 or 4 times, 4 =
5 or more times

Used or threatened to use a weapon to get
something

1 = Never, 2 = 1 or 2 times, 3 = 3 or 4 times, 4 =
5 or more times

Sold marijuana or other drugs

1 = Never, 2 = 1 or 2 times, 3 = 3 or 4 times, 4 =
5 or more times

Stolen something worth less than $50

1 = Never, 2 = 1 or 2 times, 3 = 3 or 4 times, 4 =
5 or more times

Taken part in a group fight

1 = Never, 2 = 1 or 2 times, 3 = 3 or 4 times, 4 =
5 or more times

Note. These 13 items were used to measure Delinquent Behavior at wave 6.
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Appendix E
Positive Adolescent Functioning
I love life

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

I get so involved in activities that I forget
about everything else

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

I am a cheerful person

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

I have friends that I really care about

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

I get completely absorbed in what I am doing

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

I keep at my schoolwork until I am done with
it

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

Once I make a plan to get something done, I
stick to it

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

There are people in my life who really care
about me

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

I finish whatever I begin

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

I think good things are going to happen to me

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

I feel happy

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

When I do an activity, I enjoy it so much that I
lose track of time

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

I am a hard worker

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree
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I believe that things will work out, no matter
how difficult

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

When I have a problem I have someone who
will be there for me

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

I have a lot of fun

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

When I am learning something new, I lose
track of time

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

In uncertain times, I expect the best

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

When something good happens to me, I have
people to share news with

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

I am optimistic about my future

1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree,
3 = Somewhat agree, 4 = Strongly agree

Note. These 20 items measured Positive Adolescent Functioning at wave 6.
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Supplemental Analyses Tables and Explanation of Findings
Table 9
Supplemental Analyses #1: Hierarchical Regression Results for Delinquent Behavior with Wave
6 National Weight Variable (N = 1,529)

Variable

B

95% CI for B
LL

p

SE B

β

14.91

14.51

15.31

<.001**

.20

Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)

.23

.17

.29

<.001**

.03

.18

Adolescent
sex (male)

.37

.20

.54

<.001**

.09

.11

Black and
African
American
versus all
others

.32

.11

.53

.002*

.12

.08

White versus
all others

-.31

-.51

-.121

.001*

.10

-.09

-2.83E-6

.00

.00

<.001**

.00

-.12

Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)

-.18

-.233

-.1

<.001**

.03

-.15

Father’s
residential
status

.66

.30

.99

<.001**

.18

.09

Primary
caregiver’s
household
income

ΔR²

.14

.14

UI

Step 1
Constant

R²
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Step 2
Constant

14.60

14.21

14.99

<.001**

.20

Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)

.21

.15

.27

<.001**

.03

.17

Adolescent
sex (male)

.46

.30

.63

<.001**

.08

.14

Black and
African
American
versus all
others

.20

-.00

.40

.052

.10

.05

White versus
all others

-.32

-.50

-.13

.001*

.10

-.09

-2.26E-6

.00

.00

<.001**

.00

-.10

Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)

-.13

-.18

-.07

<.001**

.03

-.11

Father’s
residential
status

.64

.31

.97

<.001**

.17

.09

School
Connectedness
(wave 6)

-.20

-.24

-.16

<.001**

.02

-.24

Primary
caregiver’s
household
income

Step 3
Constant

14.29

13.89

14.69

<.001**

.21

Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)

.20

.14

.26

<.001**

.03

.16

Adolescent
sex (male)

.52

.36

.69

<.001**

.08

.15

.191

.052

.21

.02
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Black and
African
American
versus all
others

.23

.03

.43

.026

.10

.06

White versus
all others

-.34

-.52

-.16

<.001**

.09

-.10

-1.92E-6

.00

.00

.002*

.00

-.082

Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)

-.08

-.14

-.03

.004*

.03

-.07

Father’s
residential
status

.76

.43

1.09

<.001**

.17

.11

School
Connectedness
(wave 6)

-.19

-.22

-.15

<.001**

.02

-.22

Relationship
with Father
(wave 6)

-.12

-.17

-.08

<.001**

.02

-.14

Primary
caregiver’s
household
income

Step 4
Constant

.21
14.28

13.87

14.68

<.001**

.21

Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)

.20

.18

.26

<.001**

.03

.15

Adolescent
sex (male)

.53

.37

.69

<.001**

.08

.06

Black and
African
American
versus all
others

.24

.04

.44

.021

.10

-.09

.00
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White versus
all others

-.33

-.52

-.15

<.001**

.10

-.08

-1.98E-6

.00

.00

.001*

.00

-.07

Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)

-.08

-.14

-.03

.005*

.03

.11

Father’s
residential
status

.77

.43

1.10

<.001**

.17

-.22

School
Connectedness
(wave 6)

-.19

-.23

-.15

<.001**

.02

-.14

Relationship
with Father
(wave 6)

-.12

-.17

-.08

<.001**

.02

.02

Interaction of
School
Connectedness
and
Relationship
with Father

.01

-.01

.03

.443

.01

Primary
caregiver’s
household
income

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
This hierarchical regression analysis examined main and moderation effects of fatheradolescent relationships on the relation between school connectedness and delinquent behavior,
with the inclusion of nationally representative sampling weights. In the final model main effect
of both school connectedness and father-adolescent relationships were significant predictors of
delinquent behavior when controlling for covariates (see Table 9). However, the interaction
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effect of school connectedness and father adolescent relationships on delinquent behavior was
not significant when controlling for covariates, F(1, 1518) = .588, p = .443, R2 = .000.
Table 10
Supplemental Analyses #2: Hierarchical Regression Results for Positive Adolescent Functioning
with Wave 6 National Weight Variable (N = 1,529)

Variable

B

95% CI for B
LL

p

SE B

β

Constant

3.08

3.01

3.15

<.001**

.03

Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)

-.00

-.01

.01

.522

.01

-.02

Adolescent
sex (male)

.10

.08

.13

<.001**

.01

.18

Black and
African
American
versus all
others

.03

-.00

.07

.080

.02

.05

White versus
all others

-.03

-.06

.01

.096

.02

-.05

-1.88E-7

.00

.00

.076

.00

-.05

.05

.04

.06

<.001**

.01

.26

Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)

ΔR²

.15

.15

UI

Step 1

Primary
caregiver’s
household
income

R²

81

Father’s
residential
status

-.14

-.19

-.08

<.001**

.03

-.11

Step 2
Constant

3.15

3.08

3.21

<.001**

.03

Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)

.00

-.01

.01

.784

.01

.01

Adolescent
sex (male)

.08

.06

.11

<.001**

.01

.14

Black and
African
American
versus all
others

.06

.02

.09

.001*

.02

.09

White versus
all others

-.03

-.06

.00

.084

.02

-.05

-3.13E-7

.00

.00

.002*

.00

-.08

Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)

.04

.03

.05

<.001**

.01

.21

Father’s
residential
status

-.13

-.19

-.08

<.001**

.03

-.11

School
Connectedness
(wave 6)

.04

.04

.05

<.001**

.00

.31

Primary
caregiver’s
household
income

Step 3
Constant

3.17

3.11

3.24

<.001**

.03

Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)

.00

-.01

.01

.665

.01

.24

.09

.25

.01

.01
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Adolescent
sex (male)

.08

.05

.10

<.001**

.01

.13

Black and
African
American
versus all
others

.06

.02

.09

.001*

.02

.08

White versus
all others

-.03

-.06

.01

.111

.02

-.04

-3.43E-7

.00

.00

.001*

.00

-.09

Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)

.04

.03

.05

<.001**

.01

.19

Father’s
residential
status

-.15

-.20

-.09

<.001**

.03

-.12

School
Connectedness
(wave 6)

.04

.04

.05

<.001**

.00

.30

Relationship
with Father
(wave 6)

.01

.00

.02

.003*

.00

.07

Primary
caregiver’s
household
income

Step 4

.25

Constant

3.18

3.11

3.25

<.001**

.03

Delinquent
Behavior
(wave 5)

.00

-.001

.01

.641

.01

.01

Adolescent
sex (male)

.08

.05

.10

<.001**

.01

.13

Black and
African
American

.05

.02

.09

.002*

.02

.08

.00
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versus all
others
White versus
all others

-.03

-.06

.00

.087

.02

-.04

-3.22E-7

.00

.00

.002*

.00

-.08

Relationship
with Mother
(wave 6)

.04

.03

.05

<.001**

.001

.19

Father’s
residential
status

-.15

-.20

-.09

<.001**

.03

-.12

School
Connectedness
(wave 6)

.04

.04

.05

<.001**

.00

.30

Relationship
with Father
(wave 6)

.01

.00

.02

.002*

.00

.08

Interaction of
School
Connectedness
and
Relationship
with Father

-.00

-.01

.00

.119

.00

-.04

Primary
caregiver’s
household
income

Note. CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
This hierarchical regression analysis examined main and moderation effects of fatheradolescent relationships on the relation between school connectedness and positive adolescent
functioning, with the inclusion of nationally representative sampling weights. In the final model
the main effect of both school connectedness and father-adolescent relationships were significant
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predictors of positive adolescent functioning when controlling for covariates (see Table 10).
However, the interaction effect of school connectedness and father adolescent relationships on
positive adolescent functioning was not significant when controlling for covariates, F(1, 1519) =
2.43, p = .119, R2 = .001.
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